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AMENDMENT NO. 4234
At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
KyL) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 4234 proposed to S.
2766, an original bill to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2007 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year
for the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 4243
At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the
names of the Senator from Maryland
(Ms. MIKULSKI) and the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
4243 intended to be proposed to S. 2766,
an original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2007 for military
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe personnel
strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 4252
At the request of Mr. REID, the name
of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
OBAMA) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 4252 proposed to S.
2766, an original bill to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2007 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year
for the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes.

————
STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself,
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. COCHRAN, Ms.
CANTWELL, Mr. DOMENICI, Mrs.

LINCOLN, Mr. JEFFORDS, Ms.
COLLINS, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr.
HARKIN, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr.
OBAMA, Mr. SALAZAR, and Mr.
SESSIONS):

S. 3516. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to perma-
nently extend the floor on the Medi-
care work geographic adjustment
under the fee schedule for physicians’
services; to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I am
introducing legislation today with Sen-
ators SNOWE, COCHRAN, CANTWELL,
DOMENICI, LINCOLN, JEFFORDS, COLLINS,
MURRAY, HARKIN, LANDRIEU, OBAMA,
SALAZAR, and SESSIONS entitled the
“Rural Equity Payment Index Reform
Extension Act of 2006.”” The legislation
would extend a provision that was in-
cluded as part of the Medicare Mod-
ernization Act of 2003 and came from
my original legislation, S. 881 in the
108th Congress, with Congressman
DouG BEREUTER of Nebraska to ensure
that the work component of the Medi-
care physician payment formula is set
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to ensure that no geographic region is
paid less than the national average.

The Medicare physician payment for-
mula, known as the Medicare Re-
source-Based Relative Value Scale, or
RBRVS, is based on three components
of each service: work, practice expense,
and professional liability insurance.
The relative value of each service is
then multiplied by a geographic ad-
juster for each Medicare locality,
which is known as the Geographic
Practice Cost Indices, or GPCIs.

Prior to the enactment of this provi-
sion as part of the Medicare Moderniza-
tion Act of 2003, the physicians in
States that have the worst workforce
shortages were being paid far less than
their counterparts in States with ade-
quate or even an oversupply of physi-
cians due to the GPCI adjustment. For
the ‘‘work component’ in particular,
which accounts for about 55 percent of
the total Medicare physician payment,
an adjustment based on geographic ad-
justments made little sense. An office
visit to a rural physician is no different
in time, effort, or workload compared
to an office visit to an urban physician.

As National Rural Health Associa-
tion president Dr. Wayne Myers said on
January 7, 2003, prior to the legisla-
tion’s passage, ‘‘An office visit to a
rural physician is no different than an
office visit to an urban physician. The
idea that physicians are reimbursed for
their work and their skills at a lower
rate simply on the basis that they
choose to practice in a rural area and
serve our rural communities is com-
pletely ludicrous.”

In addition, since Medicare bene-
ficiaries pay the same premium for all
Part B services, inequitable physician
fee payments result in substantial
cross-subsidization from people living
in low payment States to people living
in higher payment States.

Congress determined that such exten-
sive geographic disparities were unfair
and, as part of the Medicare Moderniza-
tion Act of 2003, language from my bill
was included that brought all geo-
graphic areas up to the national aver-
age for the calculation of this piece of
the Medicare physician payment for-
mula.

It is important to highlight that the
importance of this formula extends
well beyond Medicare. According to the
American Academy of Pediatrics in its
February 8, 2006, update on the Medi-
care payment formula, ‘. .. over 74
percent of public and private payors,
including state Medicaid programs,
have adopted components of the Medi-
care RBRVS to reimburse physicians,
while many other payors are exploring
its implementation.”

Furthermore, Medicare Advantage
plan payments are based in large part
on fee-for-service payments made in
various geographic locations. Dispari-
ties in Medicare Advantage payments
are also caused, in part, by such geo-
graphic adjustments made to physician
payments.

Unfortunately, these disparities will
increase if the ‘“‘work component’ in
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the physician payment rate is allowed
to once again fully adjust based on ge-
ography. The provision bringing pay-
ment levels up to the national average
for every geographic area was in effect
for 2004-2006 and is set to expire at the
end of this calendar year. As a result,
physicians, who already face a poten-
tial reduction in their overall Medicare
payment rate, might also see their pay-
ment rates further reduced unless this
legislative extension is passed.

According to the November 21, 2005,
Federal Register notice, if payment
rates were not brought up to the na-
tional average, there would be reduc-
tions in physician payments to the fol-
lowing States: Alabama, Arizona, Ar-
kansas, Colorado, Florida, Georgia out-
side of Atlanta, Idaho, parts of Illinois,
Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Lou-
isiana, Maine, Maryland outside of Bal-
timore region, Michigan outside of De-
troit, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri,
Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire,
New Mexico, most of New York outside
of New York City and suburbs, North
Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, OKla-
homa, Oregon outside of Portland,
Pennsylvania outside of Philadelphia,
Puerto Rico, South Carolina, South
Dakota, Tennessee, Texas outside of
Houston, Dallas, and Brazoria, Utah,
Vermont, Virginia, Washington outside
of Seattle, West Virginia, Wisconsin,
and Wyoming.

Lack of equitable reimbursement is a
critical factor leading to the shortage
of physicians in many rural areas, in-
cluding the State of New Mexico. The
extension of the Rural Equity Payment
Index Reform Extension Act of 2006
will ensure that the disparity in physi-
cian payments between states such as
New Mexico and other geographic areas
does not once again widen.

I urge prompt passage of this impor-
tant legislation and ask unanimous
consent that the text of the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 3516

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Rural Eq-
uity Payment Index Reform Extension Act
of 2006”°.

SEC. 2. PERMANENT EXTENSION OF FLOOR ON
MEDICARE WORK GEOGRAPHIC AD-
JUSTMENT.

Section 1848(e)(1)(E) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 1395w—4(e)(1)(E)) is amended by
striking ‘‘and before January 1, 2007,”.

By Mrs. CLINTON:

S. 3517. A bill to enhance the services
available to members of the Armed
Forces returning from deployment in
Operation Iraqi Freedom and Operation
Enduring Freedom to assist such mem-
bers in transitioning to civilian life,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I am
pleased today to introduce the Heroes
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at Home Act of 2006. This legislation
would take several important steps to-
ward assisting our brave men and
women in uniform in transitioning
back home to their families, work-
places, and communities after deploy-
ment in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Hundreds of thousands of troops have
rotated through Iraq and Afghanistan
as part of Operation Iraqi Freedom,
OIF, and Operation Enduring Freedom,
OEF, including thousands of coura-
geous men and women from New York.
More military service members than
ever are surviving these conflicts be-
cause of better body armor and helmets
and improved battlefield medicine.

But surviving these wars and
transitioning home can be an uphill
battle. Many OIF and OEF service
members, including the unprecedented
number of National Guard and Reserve
members, face readjustment challenges
after war, such as medical, mental
health, relationship, and work prob-
lems. Family members also are af-
fected by the transition as they strug-
gle to reconnect with their war heroes,
some who may be deployed two, three,
if not more times.

As I meet with returning service
members and their families around the
State of New York and the country, I
hear about the real hardships they bat-
tle after deployment—just how dif-
ficult it can be to adjust back to life at
home.

Several articles and reports have
highlighted these struggles. According
to a March 2006 study, 19 percent of
Iraq veterans and 11 percent of Afghan-
istan veterans reported mental health
problems. Among the OIF and OEF vet-
erans seeking care at Department of
Veterans Affairs, VA, hospitals, nearly
a third have been diagnosed with men-
tal disorders, with over 40 percent of
those posttraumatic stress disorder,
PTSD. Another report found that 10 to
30 percent of National Guard members
come home from Iraq searching for
work. Others return to civilian jobs
dissatisfied with old tasks that pale in
comparison to wartime responsibil-
ities.

In addition to these challenges, a
large number of service members are
coming home from Iraq and Afghani-
stan with life-threatening brain inju-
ries from roadside blasts that can
cause brain damage. It is estimated
that traumatic brain injuries, TBI, af-
fect more than 25 percent of bomb blast
survivors—a percentage thought to be
higher than in any other past U.S. con-
flict, making TBI the ‘‘signature’ in-
jury of Iraq. The diffuse but debili-
tating symptoms of TBI can leave serv-
ice members with cognitive and emo-
tional problems, including the inabil-
ity to adapt to civilian life. However,
TBI frequently goes undiagnosed be-
cause returning troops may show no
visible wounds or may not realize they
suffered a concussion.

Lessons from past wars have taught
us that identifying and dealing with
problems like PTSD and TBI right
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away is vital for overcoming them. Yet
just last month, a GAO report found
that only 22 percent of OIF and OEF
service members who may have been at
risk for developing PTSD based on post
deployment screenings were referred on
for further mental health evaluations.
In another report from May 2005, the
GAOQO identified that, despite DOD ef-
forts, the needs of demobilizing Re-
serve and National Guard members for
transition assistance were still unmet.

We must do more today to reach out
and help our newest generation of war
heroes as they transition home after
serving bravely in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. And we must do more to shore up
their families, who have courageously
maintained family life on the home
front during their deployment. That is
why I am introducing this legislation
today. The Heroes at Home Act would
help address returning service mem-
bers’ readjustment to work, PTSD,
TBI, and other problems, as well as
provide support to their family mem-
bers.

This bill would involve partnerships
with employers and community organi-
zations because—despite more services
and resources offered at DOD facilities,
VA hospitals, and Vet Centers—return-
ing service members are often reluc-
tant to go to traditional mental health
clinics due to stigma and concerns
about confidentiality and their mili-
tary careers. Only 29 percent of the ap-
proximately 500,000 separated OIF and
OEF veterans have sought VA health
care services, including mental health
services.

This legislation would identify ways
to better assist National Guard and Re-
serve members in returning to civilian
jobs, who are often hurled from civilian
life into combat with less preparation
and are then expected to reenter the ci-
vilian workforce. It would develop an
assistance center for employers, em-
ployee assistance programs, and other
organizations to provide them with
best practices and education for ensur-
ing the success of Guard and Reserve
members in resuming civilian work
after deployment, a win for our busi-
nesses, our employers, and our troops.

Under this legislation, demonstration
grants would be awarded to organiza-
tions in community setting for pro-
viding mental health education and as-
sistance to National Guard and Reserve
members and their families. Since
many of these troops return to local
communities scattered across the
country far away from military bases
and VA hospitals, these pilot projects
would help reach them and their loved
ones in more convenient places like
community colleges, public schools,
community mental health clinics, and
family support organizations.

With more and more troops injured
by improvised explosive devices, IEDs,
and bombs in Iraq, we must do more to
understand the effects of these blasts
on those impacted by them. That is
why this legislation also calls for a
study on the long-term physical and
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mental health consequences and reha-
bilitation needs of traumatic brain in-
jured service members of OIF and OEF.
This study would examine ways to help
prevent future generations of service
members from sustaining such injuries
while assessing what types of programs
and services are available to treat
those who have already been injured in
the years ahead.

To further assist the mushrooming
number of traumatic brain injured
service members and their families,
this legislation would establish a TBI
family caregiver training curricula.
Health professionals at DOD and VA
hospitals would use this training to
teach family members how to care for
traumatic brain injured service mem-
bers after they leave the hospital. It is
crucial that we give family members
the tools they need to effectively assist
their loved ones at home in their com-
munities.

Those who have proudly served our
Nation in OIF and OEF have made ex-
traordinary sacrifices in the battlefield
in defense of democracy and freedom.
Back home, these heroes deserve our
best resources and support to make
sure they once again are vibrant and
welcomed members in our neighbor-
hoods, our towns, and our cities, at our
work sites, and in our families. None of
our returning service members should
suffer alone in silence. Nor should their
families. We all must do our part. I
look forward to working with all of my
colleagues to ensure passage of this bill
that champions the successful transi-
tion of our newly returning heroes to
their families, workplaces and commu-
nities.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 3517

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Heroes at
Home Act of 2006”°.

SEC. 2. RESPONSIBILITIES OF TASK FORCE ON
MENTAL HEALTH ON TRANSITION
TO CIVILIAN LIFE OF MEMBERS OF
THE NATIONAL GUARD AND RE-
SERVE RETURNING FROM DEPLOY-
MENT IN OPERATION IRAQI FREE-
DOM AND OPERATION ENDURING
FREEDOM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 723 of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2006 (Public Law 109-163; 119 Stat. 3348)
is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (d), (e), (),
and (g) as subsections (e), (f), (), and (h), re-
spectively; and

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing new subsection (d):

(d) ASSESSMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON
TRANSITION TO CIVILIAN LIFE OF MEMBERS OF
NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE RETURNING
FROM DEPLOYMENT IN OPERATION IRAQI FREE-
DOM AND ENDURING FREEDOM.—
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‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the activi-
ties required under subsection (c¢), the task
force shall, not later than 12 months after
the date of the enactment of the Heroes at
Home Act of 2006, submit to the Secretary a
report containing an assessment of, and rec-
ommendations for improving, assistance to
members of the National Guard and Reserve
returning from deployment in Operation
Iraqi Freedom or Operation Enduring Free-
dom, and their families, in transitioning to
civilian employment upon their return from
such deployment, including—

““(A) members who were self-employed be-
fore deployment and seek to return to such
employment after deployment;

‘(B) members who were students before de-
ployment and seek to return to school or
commence employment after deployment;

‘(C) members who have experienced mul-
tiple recent deployments; and

‘(D) members who have been wounded or
injured during deployment.

‘“(2) WORKING GROUP.—In conducting the
assessment and making the recommenda-
tions required by paragraph (1), the task
force shall utilize the assistance of a work-
ing group that consists of individuals se-
lected by the task force from among individ-
uals as follows:

‘“(A) With the concurrence of the Adminis-
trator of the Small Business Administration,
personnel of the Small Business Administra-
tion.

‘(B) Representatives of employers who em-
ploy members of the National Guard and Re-
serve described in paragraph (1) on their re-
turn to civilian life as described in that para-
graph.

‘“(C) Representatives of employee assist-
ance organizations.

‘(D) Representatives of associations of em-
ployers.

‘““(E) Representatives of organizations that
assist wounded or injured members of the
National Guard and Reserves in finding or
sustaining employment.

“(F) Representatives of such other public
or private organizations and entities as the
co-chairs of the task force, in consultation
with the members of the task force, consider
appropriate.

‘“(3) REPORT ELEMENTS.—The report re-
quired by paragraph (1) shall include rec-
ommendations on the following:

‘“(A) The provision of outreach and train-
ing to employers, employment assistance or-
ganizations, and associations of employers
on the employment, readjustment, and men-
tal health needs of members of the National
Guard and Reserve described in paragraph (1)
upon their return from deployment as de-
scribed in that paragraph.

‘‘(B) The provision of outreach and train-
ing to employers, employment assistance or-
ganizations, and associations of employers
on the needs of family members of such
members.

‘(C) The improvement of collaboration be-
tween the pubic and private sectors in order
to ensure the successful transition of such
members into civilian employment upon
their return from such deployment.

‘“(4) OTHER DUTIES.—In the period between
the submittal of the report required by para-
graph (1) and the termination of the task
force under subsection (h), the task force (in-
cluding the working group established under
paragraph (2)) shall serve as an advisor to
the Assistance Center for Employers and
Employment Assistance Organizations estab-
lished under section 3 of the Heroes at Home
Act of 2006.

¢(6) EMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE ORGANIZATION
DEFINED.—In this subsection, the term ‘em-
ployment assistance organization’ means an
organization or entity, whether public or pri-
vate, that provides assistance to individuals
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in finding or retaining employment, includ-

ing organizations and entities under military

career support programs.’’.

(b) REPORT.—Subsection (f) of such section,
as redesignated by subsection (a)(1) of this
section, is further amended—

(1) in the subsection heading, by striking
“REPORT”’ and inserting ‘‘REPORTS’’;

(2) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting
the following new paragraph (1):

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The report submitted to
the Secretary under each of subsections (c)
and (d) shall include—

‘“(A) a description of the activities of the
task force under such subsection;

“(B) the assessment and recommendations
required by such subsection; and

‘“(C) such other matters relating to the ac-
tivities of the task force under such sub-
section as the task force considers appro-
priate.”’; and

(3) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking ‘‘the report under para-
graph (1)” and inserting ‘‘a report under
paragraph (1)”’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘the report as’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘such report as’’.

(¢c) PLAN MATTERS.—Subsection (g) of such
section, as redesignated by subsection (a)(1)
of this section, is further amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘the report from the task
force under subsection (e)(1)”’ and inserting
‘“‘a report from the task force under sub-
section (f)(1)”’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘contained in such report”’
after ‘‘the task force’ the second place it ap-
pears.

(d) TERMINATION.—Subsection (h) of such
section, as redesignated by subsection (a)(1)
of this section, is further amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘with respect to the assess-
ment and recommendations required by sub-
section (d)” after ‘‘the task force’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘subsection (e)(2)” and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (£)(2).

SEC. 3. ASSISTANCE CENTER FOR EMPLOYERS
AND EMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE OR-
GANIZATIONS.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF CENTER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense
shall establish an office to assist employers,
employment assistance organizations, and
associations of employers in facilitating the
successful transition to civilian employment
of members of the National Guard and Re-
serve returning from deployment in Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom or Operation Enduring
Freedom.

(2) DESIGNATION.—The office established
under this subsection shall be known as the
‘“‘Assistance Center for Employers and Em-
ployment Assistance Organizations’ (in this
section referred to as the ‘“‘Center”’).

(3) HEAD.—The Secretary shall designate
an individual to act as the head of the Cen-
ter.

(4) INTEGRATION.—In establishing the Cen-
ter, the Secretary shall ensure close commu-
nication between the Center and the mili-
tary departments, including the commands
of the reserve components of the Armed
Forces.

(b) FuNcTIONS.—The Center shall have the
following functions:

(1) To provide education and technical as-
sistance to employers, employment assist-
ance organizations, and associations of em-
ployers to assist them in facilitating the suc-
cessful transition to civilian employment of
members of the National Guard and Reserve
described in subsection (a) on their return
from deployment as described in that sub-
section.

(2) To provide education and technical as-
sistance to employers, employment assist-
ance organizations, and associations of em-
ployers to assist them in facilitating the suc-
cessful adjustment of family members of the
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National Guard and Reserve to the deploy-
ment and return from deployment of mem-
bers of the National Guard and Reserve as
described in that subsection.

(¢) RESOURCES TO BE PROVIDED.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the func-
tions specified in subsection (b), the Center
shall provide employers, employment assist-
ance organizations, and associations of em-
ployers resources, services, and assistance
that include the following:

(A) Guidelines on best practices and effec-
tive strategies.

(B) Education on the physical and mental
health difficulties that can and may be expe-
rienced by members of the National Guard
and Reserve described in subsection (a) on
their return from deployment as described in
that subsection in transitioning to civilian
employment, including difficulties arising
from Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD)
and traumatic brain injury (TBI), including
education on—

(i) the detection of warning signs of such
difficulties;

(ii) the medical, mental health, and em-
ployment services available to such mem-
bers, including materials on services offered
by the Department of Defense, the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs (including through
the vet center program under section 1712A
of title 38, United States Code), the Depart-
ment of Labor, military support programs,
and community mental health clinics; and

(iii) the mechanisms for referring such
members for services described in clause (ii)
and for other medical and mental health
screening and care when appropriate.

(C) Education on the range and types of po-
tential physical and mental health effects of
deployment and post-deployment adjustment
on family members of members of the Na-
tional Guard and Reserve described in sub-
section (a), including education on—

(i) the detection of warning signs on such
effects on family members of members of the
National Guard and Reserves;

(ii) the medical, mental health, and em-
ployment services available to such family
members, including materials on such serv-
ices as described in subparagraph (B)(ii); and

(iii) mechanisms for referring such family
members for services described in clause (ii)
and for medical and mental health screening
and care when appropriate.

(D) Education on mechanisms, strategies,
and resources for accommodating and em-
ploying wounded or injured members of the
National Guard and Reserves in work set-
tings.

(2) PROVISION OF RESOURCES.—The Center
shall make resources, services, and assist-
ance available under this subsection through
such mechanisms as the head of the Center
considers appropriate, including the Inter-
net, video conferencing, telephone services,
workshops, trainings, presentations, group
forums, and other mechanisms.

(d) PERSONNEL AND OTHER RESOURCES.—
The Secretary of Defense shall assign to the
Center such personnel, funding, and other re-
sources as are required to ensure the effec-
tive discharge by the Center of the functions
under subsection (b).

(e) REPORTS ON ACTIVITIES.—

(1) ANNUAL REPORT BY CENTER.—Not later
than one year after the establishment of the
Center, and annually thereafter, the head of
the Center, in consultation with the Depart-
ment of Defense Task Force on Mental
Health (while in effect), shall submit to the
Secretary of Defense a written report on the
progress and outcomes of the Center during
the one-year period ending on the date of
such report.

(2) TRANSMITTAL TO CONGRESS.—Not later
than 60 days after receipt of a report under
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall transmit
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such report to the Committees on Armed
Services of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives, together with—

(A) such comments on such report, and
such assessment of the effectiveness of the
Center, as the Secretary considers appro-
priate; and

(B) such recommendations on means of im-
proving the effectiveness of the Center as the
Secretary considers appropriate.

(3) AVAILABILITY TO PUBLIC.—The Secretary
shall take appropriate actions to make each
report under paragraph (2) available to the
public, including through the Internet
website of the Center.

(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) EMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE ORGANIZA-
TION.—The term ‘‘employment assistance or-
ganization’ means an organization or entity,
whether public or private, that provides as-
sistance to individuals in finding or retain-
ing employment, including organizations
and entities under military career support
programs.

(2) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE TASK FORCE ON
MENTAL HEALTH.—The term ‘‘Department of
Defense Task Force on Mental Health”
means the Department of Defense Task
Force on Mental Health established under
section 723 of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2006, as amended
by section 2 of this Act.

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Department of Defense to carry out this sec-
tion amounts as follows:

(1) For fiscal year 2007, $5,000,000.

(2) For each of fiscal years 2008 through
2011, such sums as may be necessary.

SEC. 4. GRANTS ON ASSISTANCE IN COMMUNITY-
BASED SETTINGS FOR MEMBERS OF
THE NATIONAL GUARD AND RE-
SERVE AND THEIR FAMILIES AFTER
DEPLOYMENT IN OPERATION IRAQI
FREEDOM AND OPERATION ENDUR-
ING FREEDOM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense
may award grants to eligible entities to
carry out demonstration projects to assess
the feasibility and advisability of utilizing
community-based settings for the provision
of assistance to members of the National
Guard and Reserve who serve in Operation
Iraqi Freedom or Operation Enduring Free-
dom, and their families, after the return of
such members from deployment in Operation
Iraqi Freedom or Operation Enduring Free-
dom, as the case may be, including—

(1) services to improve the reuniting of
such members of the National Guard and Re-
serve and their families;

(2) education to increase awareness of the
physical and mental health difficulties that
members of the National Guard and Reserve
can and may experience on their return from
such deployment, including education on—

(A) Post Traumatic Stress Disorder
(PTSD) and traumatic brain injury (TBI);
and

(B) mechanisms for the referral of such
members of the National Guard and Reserve
for medical and mental health screening and
care when necessary; and

(3) education to increase awareness of the
physical and mental health difficulties that
family members of such members of the Na-
tional Guard and Reserve can and may expe-
rience on the return of such members from
such deployment, including education on—

(A) depression, anxiety, and relationship
problems; and

(B) mechanisms for medical and mental
health screening and care when appropriate.

(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—An entity eligible
for the award of a grant under this section is
any public or private non-profit organiza-
tion, such as a community mental health
clinic, family support organization, military
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support organization, law enforcement agen-
cy, community college, or public school.

(c) APPLICATION.—An eligible entity seek-
ing a grant under this section shall submit
to the Secretary of Defense an application
therefor in such manner, and containing
such information, as the Secretary may re-
quire for purposes of this section, including a
description of how such entity will work
with the Department of Defense, the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, State health agen-
cies, other appropriate Federal, State, and
local agencies, family support organizations,
and other community organization in under-
taking activities described in subsection (a).

(d) ANNUAL REPORTS BY GRANT RECIPI-
ENTS.—An entity awarded a grant under this
section shall submit to the Secretary of De-
fense on an annual basis a report on the ac-
tivities undertaken by such entity during
the preceding year utilizing amounts under
the grant. Each report shall include such in-
formation as the Secretary shall specify for
purposes of this subsection.

(e) ANNUAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and annually thereafter, the Secretary of De-
fense shall submit to Congress a report on
activities undertaken under the grants
awarded under this section. The report shall
include recommendations for legislative,
programmatic, or administrative action to
improve or enhance activities under the
grants awarded under this section.

(2) AVAILABILITY TO PUBLIC.—The Secretary
shall take appropriate actions to make each
report under this subsection available to the
public.

SEC. 5. LONGITUDINAL STUDY ON TRAUMATIC
BRAIN INJURY INCURRED BY MEM-
BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES IN OP-
ERATION IRAQI FREEDOM AND OP-
ERATION ENDURING FREEDOM.

(a) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, provide for a lon-
gitudinal study on the effects of traumatic
brain injury incurred by members of the
Armed Forces in Operation Iraqi Freedom or
Operation Enduring Freedom. The duration
of the longitudinal study shall be 15 years.

(b) SELECTION OF ENTITY FOR CONDUCT OF
STUDY.—The Secretary of Defense shall, in
consultation with the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs, select an entity to conduct the study
required by subsection (a) from among pri-
vate organizations or entities qualified to
conduct the study.

(¢c) ELEMENTS.—The study required by sub-
section (a) shall address the following:

(1) The long-term effects of traumatic
brain injury on the overall readiness of the
Armed Forces.

(2) Mechanisms for improving body armor
and helmets in order to protect members of
the Armed Forces from sustaining traumatic
brain injuries.

(3) The long-term physical and mental
health consequences of traumatic brain inju-
ries incurred by members of the Armed
Forces during service in Operation Iraqi
Freedom or Operation Enduring Freedom.

(4) The health care, mental health care,
and rehabilitation needs of such members for
such injuries after the completion of inpa-
tient treatment through the Department of
Defense, the Department of Veterans Affairs,
or both.

(5) The type and availability of long-term
care rehabilitation programs and services
within and outside the Department of De-
fense and the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs for such members for such injuries, in-
cluding community-based programs and
services and in-home programs and services.

(d) REPORTS.—

(1) PERIODIC AND FINAL REPORTS.—After the
third, seventh, eleventh, and fifteenth years
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of the study required by subsection (a), the
Secretary of Defense shall, in consultation
with the Secretary of Veterans Affairs, sub-
mit to the appropriate elements of the De-
partment of Defense and the Department of
Veterans Affairs, and to Congress, a com-
prehensive report on the results of the study
during the preceding years. Each report shall
include the following:

(A) Current information on the cumulative
outcomes of the study.

(B) In the case of a report to elements of
the Department of Defense—

(i) such recommendations as the Secretary
of Defense considers appropriate for pro-
grammatic and administrative action to im-
prove body armor and helmets to protect
members of the Armed Forces from sus-
taining traumatic brain injuries; and

(ii) such other recommendations as the
Secretary considers appropriate based on the
outcomes of the study.

(C) In the case of a report to elements of
the Department of Veterans Affairs—

(i) such recommendations as the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs considers appropriate for
programmatic and administrative action to
improve long-term care and rehabilitative
programs and services for members of the
Armed Forces with traumatic brain injury;
and

(ii) such other recommendations as the
Secretary considers appropriate based on the
outcomes of the study.

(D) In the case of a report to Congress—

(i) such recommendations as the Secretary
of Defense considers appropriate for legisla-
tive action to improve body armor and hel-
mets to protect members of the Armed
Forces from sustaining traumatic brain inju-
ries;

(ii) such recommendations as the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs considers appro-
priate for legislative action to improve long-
term care and rehabilitative programs and
services for members of the Armed Forces
with traumatic brain injury; and

(iii) such other recommendations as the
Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs jointly consider appropriate
based on the outcomes of the study.

(2) AVAILABILITY TO PUBLIC.—The Secretary
of Defense and the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs shall jointly take appropriate actions
to make each report under this subsection
available to the public.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Department of Defense to carry out this sec-
tion amounts as follows:

(1) For fiscal year 2007, $5,000,000.

(2) For each of fiscal years 2008 through
2013, such sums as may be necessary.

SEC. 6. TRAINING CURRICULA FOR FAMILY CARE-
GIVERS ON CARE AND ASSISTANCE
FOR MEMBERS AND FORMER MEM-
BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES WITH
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY IN-
CURRED IN OPERATION IRAQI FREE-
DOM AND OPERATION ENDURING
FREEDOM.

(a) TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY FAMILY CARE-
GIVER PANEL.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, establish within
the Department of Defense a panel to de-
velop coordinated, uniform, and consistent
training curricula to be used in training fam-
ily members in the provision of care and as-
sistance to members and former members of
the Armed Forces for traumatic brain inju-
ries incurred during service in the Armed
Forces in Operation Iraqi Freedom or Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom.

(2) DESIGNATION OF PANEL.—The panel es-
tablished under paragraph (1) shall be known
as the ‘“‘Traumatic Brain Injury Family
Caregiver Panel”’.
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(3) MEMBERS.—The Traumatic Brain Injury
Family Caregiver Panel established under
paragraph (1) shall consist of 15 members ap-
pointed by the Secretary of Defense, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs, equally represented from among—

(A) physicians, nurses, rehabilitation
therapists, and other individuals with an ex-
pertise in caring for and assisting individuals
with traumatic brain injury, including those
who specialize in caring for and assisting in-
dividuals with traumatic brain injury in-
curred in war;

(B) representatives of family caregivers or
family caregiver associations;

(C) Department of Defense and Department
of Veterans Affairs health and medical per-
sonnel with expertise in traumatic brain in-
jury, and Department of Defense personnel
and readiness representatives with expertise
in traumatic brain injury;

(D) representatives of military service or-
ganizations who specialize in matters relat-
ing to disabled veterans;

(E) representatives of veterans service or-
ganizations who specialize in matters relat-
ing to disabled veterans;

(F') psychologists or other individuals with
expertise in the mental health treatment
and care of individuals with traumatic brain
injury;

(G) experts in the development of training
curricula;

(H) researchers and academicians who
study traumatic brain injury; and

(I) any other individuals the Secretary
considers appropriate.

(4) MEETINGS.—The Traumatic Brain In-
jury Family Caregiver Panel shall meet not
less than monthly.

(b) DEVELOPMENT OF CURRICULA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Traumatic Brain In-
jury Family Caregiver Panel shall develop
training curricula to be utilized during the
provision of training to family members of
members and former members of the Armed
Forces described in subsection (a) on tech-
niques, strategies, and skills for care and as-
sistance for such members and former mem-
bers with the traumatic brain injuries de-
scribed in that subsection.

(2) SCOPE OF CURRICULA.—The -curricula
shall—

(A) be based on empirical research and
validated techniques; and

(B) shall provide for training that permits
recipients to tailor caregiving to the unique
circumstances of the member or former
member of the Armed Forces receiving care.

(3) PARTICULAR REQUIREMENTS.—In devel-
oping the curricula, the Traumatic Brain In-
jury Family Caregiver Panel shall—

(A) specify appropriate training commen-
surate with the severity of traumatic brain
injury; and

(B) identify appropriate care and assist-
ance to be provided for the degree of severity
of traumatic brain injury for caregivers of
various levels of skill and capability.

(4) USE OF EXISTING MATERIALS.—In devel-
oping the curricula, the Traumatic Brain In-
jury Family Caregiver Panel shall utilize
and enhance any existing training cur-
ricular, materials, and resources applicable
to such curricula as the Panel considers ap-
propriate.

(5) CONSULTATION.—In developing the cur-
ricula, the Traumatic Brain Injury Family
Caregiver Panel shall consult with the Army
Reserve Forces Policy Committee, as appro-
priate.

(6) DEADLINE FOR DEVELOPMENT.—The
Traumatic Brain Injury Family Caregiver
Panel shall develop the curricula not later
than one year after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(c) DISSEMINATION OF CURRICULA.—
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(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense
shall, in consultation with the Traumatic
Brain Injury Family Caregiver Panel, de-
velop mechanisms for the dissemination of
the curricula developed under subsection (b)
to health care professionals referred to in
paragraph (2) who treat or otherwise work
with members and former members of the
Armed Forces with traumatic brain injury
incurred in Operation Iraqi Freedom or Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom. In developing such
mechanisms, the Secretary may utilize and
enhance existing mechanisms, including the
Military Severely Injured Center.

(2) HEALTH CARE PROFESSIONALS.—The
health care professionals referred to in this
paragraph are the following:

(A) Personnel at military medical treat-
ment facilities.

(B) Personnel at the polytrauma centers of
the Department of Veterans Affairs.

(C) Personnel and care managers at the
Military Severely Injured Center.

(D) Such other health care professionals of
the Department of Defense as the Secretary
considers appropriate.

(E) Such other health care professionals of
the Department of Veterans Affairs as the
Secretary of Defense, in consultation with
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs, considers
appropriate.

(3) ScoPE.—The mechanisms developed
under paragraph (1) shall include the provi-
sion of refresher training in the curricula de-
veloped under subsection (a) for the health
care professional referred to in paragraph (2)
not less often than once every six months.

(4) PROVISION OF TRAINING TO FAMILY CARE-
GIVERS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Health care professionals
referred to in paragraph (2) who are trained
in the curricula developed under subsection
(b) shall provide training to family members
of members and former members of the
Armed Forces who incur traumatic brain in-
juries during service in the Operation Iraqi
Freedom or Operation Enduring Freedom in
the care and assistance to be provided for
such injuries.

(B) TIMING OF TRAINING.—Training under
this paragraph shall, to the extent prac-
ticable, be provided to family members while
the member or former member concerned is
undergoing treatment at a facility of the De-
partment of Defense or Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, as applicable, in order to en-
sure that such family members receive prac-
tice on the provision of such care and assist-
ance under the guidance of qualified health
professionals.

(C) PARTICULARIZED TRAINING.—Training
provided under this paragraph to family
members of a particular member or former
member shall be tailored to the particular
care needs of such member or former mem-
ber and the particular caregiving needs of
such family members.

(5) QUALITY ASSURANCE.—The Secretary
shall develop mechanisms to ensure quality
in the provision of training under this sec-
tion to health care professionals referred to
in paragraph (2) and in the provision of such
training under paragraph (4) by such health
care professionals.

(6) REPORT.—Not later than one year after
the development of the curricula required by
subsection (b), and annually thereafter, the
Traumatic Brain Injury Family Caregiver
Training Panel shall submit to the Secretary
of Defense and the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs, and to Congress, a report on the fol-
lowing:

(A) The actions undertaken under this sub-
section.

(B) The results of the tracking of outcomes
based on training developed and provided
under this section.
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(C) Recommendations for the improvement
of training developed and provided under this
section.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Department of Defense to carry out this sec-
tion amounts as follows:

(1) For fiscal year 2007, $5,000,000.

(2) For each of fiscal years 2008 through
2011, such sums as may be necessary.

By Mr. BENNETT:

S. 3518. A bill to amend the Credit
Repair Organizations Act to establish a
new disclosure statement; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation to
amend the Credit Repair Organizations
Act, CROA, to stop abusive class action
lawsuits against companies offering le-
gitimate credit file monitoring prod-
ucts. The following is a summary of
why we need to pass this legislation.

Credit-monitoring products are of-
fered by consumer reporting agencies,
their affiliates, and resellers. These
products help consumers access their
consumer report information and cred-
it scores on a regular basis. They in-
clude credit alert features when derog-
atory information appears in the con-
sumer’s file or someone obtains the
consumer’s report. The products give
consumers a front-line defense against
identity theft, and are routinely made
available to victims of security
breaches. Credit-monitoring products
also educate consumers about their
credit scores and credit histories. The
market is highly competitive. Banks
and other creditors also provide these
products to their customers.

These products are threatened by
abusive class action lawsuits, based on
CROA’s language. CROA was to combat
the assault on the integrity of accurate
credit file data by credit repair organi-
zations and by consumers acting on
their advice. Under CROA, a credit re-
pair organization is subject to a num-
ber of appropriately harsh and specific
requirements. The most significant of
these is a prohibition on collecting fees
before completion of performance of
the promised services. CROA also man-
dates that consumers be given a writ-
ten warning that the services cannot
result in the change or deletion of neg-
ative but accurate data. This ‘‘warn-
ing”” would be confusing and inappro-
priate if given to a consumer of credit
monitoring products or services.

CROA was enacted before credit mon-
itoring products were created. The
CROA definition of ‘‘credit repair orga-
nization” is intentionally broad in
order to prevent circumvention of its
coverage. Among other things, the defi-
nition includes an entity that implies
its activities or services can ‘‘improve”’
a consumer’s credit record, credit his-
tory or credit rating. The breadth of
the definition has been used by plain-
tiffs’ lawyers an attempt to obtain
statutory damages against consumer
reporting agencies and their resellers
solely for offering these monitoring
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products. The class action lawsuits
threaten the viability of the credit-
monitoring industry.

This result can be prevented through
the enactment of a technical amend-
ment to CROA that clarifies the defini-
tion of ‘‘credit repair organization’ as
it includes ‘‘improving” a consumer’s
credit record, etc. The amendment can
explain that ‘“‘improving’’ a consumer’s
credit record does not include credit
monitoring, notifications, analysis,
evaluation, or explanations.

Because this is a clarifying amend-
ment, it will not affect the CROA’s es-
sential operation or Federal agency en-
forcement. The Federal Trade Commis-
sion has stated that it does not think
credit-monitoring products should be
subject to CROA. If this amendment is
enacted, consumers will continue to
enjoy CROA’s important rights and
protections, including the right to
bring private lawsuits against credit
repair organizations for violations of
the act. The amendment to CROA will
also assure the continued availability
of credit monitoring products and serv-
ices for consumers.

I encourage my colleagues to join
with me in passing this important leg-
islation.

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr.
CONRAD, and Mr. KOHL):

S. 3519. A bill to reform the State in-
spection of meat and poultry in the
United States, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today I
rise to introduce the Agriculture Small
Business Opportunity and Enhance-
ment Act of 2006. Currently, 28 States,
including my home State of Utah, have
State meat inspection programs. But,
outdated Federal laws prohibit the
interstate shipment of certain meats
inspected under these programs. My
legislation would remove that unfair
ban.

Let me provide some background on
why this legislation is necessary. A
1906 law, the Federal Meat Inspection
Act, requires the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, USDA, to inspect all cat-
tle, sheep, swine, goats, and horses
slaughtered for human consumption.
An amendment in 1957, the Poultry
Products Inspection Act, added poultry
to that list. While the Federal Meat In-
spection Act and the 1968 Poultry Prod-
ucts Inspection Act recognized State
inspection programs separate from the
Federal program, these laws also pro-
hibit certain meats inspected under
State programs from being sold in
interstate commerce. That ban applies
to beef, poultry, pork, lamb, and goat
products, but not to specialty meats
such as venison, pheasant, quail, rab-
bit, and numerous others that are typi-
cally inspected under State programs.

It is important to point out that this
ban is unique. State-inspected beef,
poultry, pork, lamb, and goat products
are the only food commodities that are
banned from interstate shipment.
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Many perishable products, including
milk and other dairy items, fruit, vege-
tables, and fish, which are inspected
under State programs, are shipped free-
ly across State lines.

There is no legitimate reason for the
ban on the interstate shipment of
State-inspected meats to continue. The
State programs are equal or superior to
the Federal program. In fact, the 1967
and 1968 Meat and Poultry Inspection
Acts require State inspection programs
to be ‘‘at least equal to”’ the Federal
program. Since 1967, USDA has con-
ducted comprehensive reviews of each
individual State inspection program to
verify whether or not the program
meets the statutory requirement to be
“at least equal to” the Federal pro-
gram. In the nearly 30 years that USDA
has been conducting these reviews, the
agency has never unilaterally found
that a State inspection program should
be discontinued due to an inability to
meet Federal food safety standards.

Further, the 2002 farm bill required
USDA to conduct an additional com-
prehensive review of State inspection
programs. After a 2-year study, USDA
issued an interim report which found
that State inspection programs are in-
deed ‘“‘at least equal to’’ the Federal in-
spection program. In addition, three
USDA Advisory Committees have rec-
ommended that the ban on interstate
shipment be lifted.

In short, there is no distinction be-
tween the Federal and State inspection
programs. Without exception, State in-
spection programs meet or exceed Fed-
eral food-safety requirements, and
USDA has verified the safety of these
programs for decades.

In Utah, we have 32 establishments
that inspect meat under a State’s in-
spection program. These establish-
ments, like the nearly 2,000 similar
plants nationwide, are, for the most
part, small businesses. And, generally
speaking, these establishments cater to
the needs of small, family-run farms
and ranches. The outdated ban on
interstate shipment of State-inspected
meats clearly disrupts the free flow of
trade, restricts market access for
countless small businesses, and creates
an unfair advantage for big businesses.

But it gets worse. Current regula-
tions also favor foreign meat producers
over small businesses in our Nation. In
fact, meat inspected in 34 foreign coun-
tries can be shipped anywhere in the
U.S. because the USDA has certified
that the inspection programs in these
foreign countries are equivalent to the
Federal program. As I have pointed
out, State inspection programs must
meet the same Federal equivalency
standard. In fact, USDA supervision of
State inspection programs is far more
frequent and thorough than its over-
sight of foreign inspection programs.

In my view, it is absurd that meat in-
spected in 34 foreign countries can be
shipped anywhere in the United States
without restriction, but small busi-
nesses in 28 States are prohibited from
shipping their products across State
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lines, even though these small busi-
nesses meet the same Federal food
safety requirements as their foreign
competitors.

A ban on interstate shipment of
State-inspected meat unfairly hinders
our Nation’s economy. My legislation
would remove the outdated, unneces-
sary, unjust ban that puts our small
businesses at such a disadvantage. Re-
moving this prohibition will increase
competition and innovation. It will
provide farmers and ranchers with in-
creased opportunities to sell their
products at a better price. It will not
do anything more than level the play-
ing field and ensure that our small
businesses have the opportunity to eco-
nomically compete in the market.

I urge my colleagues to join me in de-
fending America’s small businesses by
supporting this important legislation.

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and
Mr. MENENDEZ):

S. 3520. A bill to amend the Inter-
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949
to allow for certain claims of nationals
of the United States against Turkey,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, as you
know, Turkey invaded the northern
area of the Republic of Cyprus in the
summer of 1974. At that time, less than
20 percent of the private real property
in this area was owned by Turkish Cyp-
riots, with the rest owned by Greek
Cypriots and foreigners. Turkey’s inva-
sion and subsequent occupation of
northern Cyprus displaced people who
are to this day prevented by the Turk-
ish armed forces from returning to and
repossessing their homes and prop-
erties.

A large proportion of these properties
were distributed to, and are currently
being used by, the 120,000 Turkish set-
tlers brought into the occupied area by
Turkey. It is estimated that 7,000 to
10,000 U.S. nationals today claim an in-
terest in such property.

Adding urgency to the plight of
Greek-Cypriots and Americans who
lost property in the wake of the inva-
sion is a recent property development
boom in the Turkish-occupied north of
Cyprus. As an ever-increasing number
of disputed properties are transferred
or developed, the rightful owners’ pros-
pects for recovering their property or
being compensated worsen.

In 1998, the European Court of Human
Rights found that Turkey had unlaw-
fully deprived Greek Cypriot refugees
of the use of their properties in the
north of the island. The Court ruled
that the Government of Turkey was
obliged to compensate the refugees for
such deprivation, and to allow them to
return home.

It is to provide similar redress to the
American victims of Turkey’s invasion
and occupation of Cyprus that my col-
league Senator MENENDEZ and I today
introduce the American-Owned Prop-
erty in Occupied Cyprus Claims Act. A
substantively identical bill has been
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proposed in the House of Representa-
tives by Representative PALLONE and 32
of his Republican and Democratic col-
leagues.

This act would direct the U.S. Gov-
ernment’s independent Foreign Claims
Settlement Commission to receive,
evaluate, and determine awards with
respect to the claims of U.S. citizens
and businesses that lost property as a
result of Turkey’s invasion and contin-
ued occupation of northern Cyprus. To
provide funds from which these awards
would be paid, the act would urge the
President to authorize the Secretary of
State to negotiate an agreement for
settlement of such claims with the
Government of Turkey.

The act would further grant U.S.
Federal courts jurisdiction over suits
by U.S. nationals against any private
persons—other than Turkey—occu-
pying or otherwise using the U.S. na-
tional’s property in the Turkish-occu-
pied portion of Cyprus. Lastly, the act
would expressly waive Turkey’s sov-
ereign immunity against claims
brought by U.S. nationals in U.S.
courts relating to property occupied by
the Government of Turkey and used by
Turkey in connection with a commer-
cial activity carried out in the United
States.

This bill represents an important
step toward righting the internation-
ally recognized wrong of the expropria-
tion of property, including American
property, in northern Cyprus in the
wake of the 1974 invasion by the Turk-
ish Army. I strongly urge my col-
leagues to promptly consider and pass
this critical piece of legislation.

By Mr. GREGG (for himself, Mr.
FRIST, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. ENZI,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. CRAPO, Mr.
ENSIGN, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. KYL,
Mr. THOMAS, Mr. CRAIG, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr.
DEMINT, Mr. McCAIN, Mr.
VITTER, Mr. THUNE, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. McCONNELL,
Mr. BUNNING, and Mr. DOMEN-
ICI):

S. 3521. A bill to establish a new
budget process to create a comprehen-
sive plan to rein in spending, reduce
the deficit, and regain control of the
Federal budget process; to the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise to
introduce a bill which is sponsored by
myself and 20 other Members of the
Senate.

The purpose of this bill is to put
some control over spending—or at least
put procedures in—to allow us as a
Congress to begin to control spending.

I think we all recognize that in the
short run we are headed toward a budg-
et that looks like it may actually move
toward balance. We have seen some
very significant, positive gains. A def-
icit that was supposed to be about $425
billion this year is down to about $300
billion, and it may well go below that.
That does not solve our problem even
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though we have gotten things moving
the right way because in the outyears
we face a fiscal crisis. That is reflected
in this chart.

The fact is, there is facing this coun-
try a situation where we have a genera-
tion known as the baby boom genera-
tion which is such a large generation
that it has basically overwhelmed the
systems of America at each point in its
evolution. It started out in the early
1950s and late 1940s. It overwhelmed the
school systems it was so big. As it
moved forward in the 1960s, it created
the civil rights movement, and in the
1980s and 1990s it created the greatest
prosperity in the history of our coun-
try as a result of its size and produc-
tivity.

But now that generation is beginning
to retire. It will start to retire in the
year 2008. It will be fully retired by the
year 2020. It will be the largest retired
generation in the history of our Nation
by a factor of two. There will essen-
tially be 70 million people retiring dur-
ing that period.

What are the implications? The im-
plications are rather severe for our Na-
tion’s fiscal policy, and especially for
our children. All of our retirement sys-
tems in this Nation—Social Security,
Medicare, Medicaid—all our major
safety nets were built around the con-
cept created by FDR, Franklin Delano
Roosevelt, that there would always be
many more people working than retir-
ing.

In fact, in the early 1950s there were
about 12 people working and paying
into the Social Security system for
every one person taking it out of So-
cial Security. Today there are about
three and a half people working for
every one person who is retired. By the
yvears 2020 to 2025, there will only be
two people working for every one per-
son taking out of the system. That
means this pyramid concept goes to a
rectangle, and our children and our
grandchildren who will then be the
working people in America will not be
able to support the benefit structure
which is in place for the retired.

This chart reflects the dramatic ef-
fect of this situation rather starkly.
The blue line represents what percent
of gross national product the Federal
Government usually spends. Histori-
cally, since World War II, the Federal
Government has spent about 20 percent
of the gross national product. The red
line represents three programs in the
Federal process: Social Security, Medi-
care, and Medicaid. The red line grows
dramatically beginning in about the
yvear 2008 and proceeds at an expo-
nential rate of growth, so that by the
years 2025 to 2028 those three programs
alone will actually cost more than 20
percent of the gross national product of
America.

What does that mean? It means if we
were to spend the historic amount we
have spent on the Federal Government,
those three programs would use up all
that money and there would be no
money available for education, for na-
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tional defense, for laying out roads, for
health care for everyone else, other
than those who are retired, or for any-
thing else the Federal Government is
supposed to do. Everything would have
to be spent on Social Security, Medi-
care, and Medicaid. It does not stop
there. It continues up at a rather dra-
matic movement.

The point, of course, is that our chil-
dren will have to pay the cost. They
will find themselves confronted with a
dramatic increase in tax burden unless
we address the cost of those programs
from the spending side.

The point, also, is we really cannot
tax our way out of this problem. We
cannot possibly raise taxes high
enough to keep up with the cost of
these programs and still have a viable
country. If we did that, we would elimi-
nate the ability of our children to buy
a new home, to send their kids to col-
lege, to even buy cars. The lifestyle of
an American, our children and our
grandchildren, would be dramatically
reduced—their quality of life—were we
to raise taxes to try to keep up with
this rate of growth of spending.

Again, it is not a revenue problem; it
is a spending problem. That is impor-
tant to stress. In fact, if you look at
the revenues over the last few years,
this reinforces this point. Revenues
dropped precipitously at the beginning
of this President’s term for two rea-
sons. One, we had the largest bubble in
the history of the world, the Internet
bubble, back in the late 1990s, where we
were essentially producing false in-
come, paper returns through the
issuance of stock which wasn’t backed
up by productive companies. This bub-
ble burst, and it was the biggest bubble
in history, bigger than the tulip or
south seas bubble. And the effect of it
was to cause our economy to retrench.

Then we had the attack of September
11, which dramatically impacted our
psyche as a nation. Obviously, it had a
horrific effect in the area of loss of
lives, but it had a dramatic effect on
our economy. Those two back-to-back
events basically forced a significant
drop in revenues.

So President Bush came in and said:
Let’s try to get out of this recession—
and it was a shallow recession but
would have headed a lot deeper—by
cutting taxes and giving people an in-
centive to be more productive. We have
heard a lot from the other side about
how it is terrible we cut taxes at the
beginning of this administration. But
what those tax cuts did was create an
atmosphere where people who wanted
to be entrepreneurial, who wanted to
go out and take risks, who were willing
to put their own personal efforts and
their dollars behind an effort to be pro-
ductive, and, thus, create jobs, did ex-
actly that.

Then the economy started to recover.
We had 39 straight months of recovery.
We had one of the largest expansions of
the post-World-War II period. The prac-
tical effect of that is that we have cre-
ated more economic activity, created
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more jobs, and created more revenue to
the Federal Government. So in the last
2 years, the revenue to the Federal
Government has actually jumped
greater in a 2-year period than at any
time in the post-World-War II period.
Each of the last 2 years has had his-
toric increases of revenues for the Fed-
eral Government.

We are at a point where revenues are
essentially at the same place they
would be over history as a percent of
gross national product. We are essen-
tially generating about the same
amount of revenue we have always gen-
erated to the Federal Government.

The other side of the aisle says: Let’s
raise taxes some more. That is not
going to help because we are already
generating as much revenue as we usu-
ally generate. We are doing it the right
way, with a fair tax system, telling en-
trepreneurs to make jobs and create
risks. We have created jobs and given
revenues to the Federal Government.

The real issue is, you have to be will-
ing to address spending, which is what
the chart shows. A group on our side of
the aisle said: How do you do this?
Probably the way to do it is to put in
place a series of processes in the Sen-
ate and in the House, which basically
forced the Congress to address the pub-
lic policy issues of reducing the rate of
growth and spending for the Federal
Government. This is very difficult for
an elected body. We know it is a nat-
ural tendency of an elected body to
spend more money because people
come to you and say: We need this for
that. Usually the stories are compel-
ling and the purposes are good.

The simple fact is, we cannot afford
to spend all the money that people
want to spend, and we need to have
some mechanisms around here which
energize an atmosphere of producing
fiscal responsibility, delivering govern-
ment that is efficient, delivering gov-
ernment that is effective, delivering
government that people get what they
expect, and, also, get their dollars used
efficiently and effectively to produce a
government that works.

So we are suggesting a program that
basically renews, redesigns; it reforms,
it rebuilds the Federal system relative
to how we are going to spend money
and makes sure we spend it effectively
so we give people an affordable govern-
ment, something that delivers the type
of services they need but does it in a
way that can be afforded. That is our
goal. Our goal, essentially, is to con-
tain spending so that we are able to de-
liver quality government and still pass
on to our children a government that is
affordable, a tax burden they can afford
that won’t overwhelm them and will
give them the opportunity to have as
good a life as we have had.

The proposal we have come up with
has a variety of different elements to
accomplish this. First, we follow the
ideas put forward by the President,
which has eight basic elements. It is a
very extensive reform package, re-
newal package, redesign package, re-
building package.
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The first element is what I call fast-
track rescission. I suppose that is too
technical. The President calls it the
line-item veto. But it says the Presi-
dent has the opportunity to look at
bills we have passed in the Senate and
say: Listen, we do not need to spend
money on that item. That is really an
item of earmark, or maybe you might
call it pork, or it is just simply not
what we need. It is not what the Amer-
ican people have to have their dollars
spent on. He gets to put together a
package of items, and he sends them to
us. He says: These are the items I don’t
think we need. We think the American
people don’t need them. We don’t think
the Government can afford them, and
you, the Congress, can take another
look at them and vote them up or
down. Fast-track rescission. We have
to take the vote. It is an opportunity
for the executive branch to have a say
and for the legislative branch to take a
second look. We have done it in a way
so neither branch is prejudiced as to
our constitutional role which is very
important.

The second thing we have done is we
have reinstated statutory caps. What is
that? It means that we say every year
how much the Federal Government is
going to spend and we lock it down so
that if we spend over that amount we
have to go back and cut somewhere
else to bring us down to that number.

What has happened around here, we
have said we are going to spend X dol-
lars. That is called a cap. But we have
not had any enforcement mechanism
behind the cap. Those lapsed in 2002. So
when we exceed the cap, you get 60
votes and people say: Fine, we will
spend the money anyway, even though
we said we were not going to spend
that much money, and it is ignored.
This puts in place a system where we
have to be responsible to the number
we set out as to what the Federal Gov-
ernment should spend. It is basically
truth in budgeting and forces budg-
eting to be effective and responsive.

The third item we put in, we reduce
the deficit so it will move to zero by
2012. This is done by saying essentially
this: The deficit today is X percent of
gross national product. We are going to
say that the deficit should be dropped
as a percent of gross national product
every year until we get to about 2012
where we expect it to be basically no
deficit. If we exceed those numbers—in
other words, if the deficit exceeds that
percent of gross mnational product
which we set out in the bill—and these
numbers are historical numbers and
they are obtainable numbers.

In fact, in the first 2 years, the num-
bers we have set out are basically
above where the actual deficit looks
like it will hit, and it is about the third
and fourth year we may have some
issues to keep the deficit moving
down—but if the deficit is not moving
down, we put in place a process called
reconciliation, directed at entitlement
spending.

The problem we have as a Federal
Government isn’t the discretionary
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side of the ledger. That is spending
that occurs every year. Every year you
have to spend X dollars on defense, X
dollars on education, and you can
make a choice regarding how much you
will spend here, how much you spend
there. Nondefense spending in those ac-
counts has been flat for the last few
years, essentially flat if you factor in
inflation. The real growth of the Fed-
eral Government has been in these ac-
counts that are entitlement accounts,
mandatory accounts which I had on the
first chart, three of the major ones.
They represent, along with the Federal
debt, about 60 percent of Federal spend-
ing.

What this bill says is that essentially
you have to go back and take a look at
those accounts if we are not meeting
our deficit targets and bring them into
line so we will meet those deficit tar-
gets.

Now, in order to help accomplish
this, this proposal also includes an en-
titlement commission. There have been
a lot of commissions around here and
everyone is a little tired of commis-
sions. This commission is different.
This commission says take a look at
the entitlement accounts of the Fed-
eral Government, report back to the
Congress, and Congress must act on
your proposal. We actually put in place
a policy procedure to try to correct the
entitlement issue. Then we put in place
a budgeting procedure which allows us
to legislate changes if the entitlement
improvements are not accomplishing
our goals.

The purpose is to make these entitle-
ment programs affordable for our chil-
dren while they still maintain a qual-
ity lifestyle for those who are retired.
That can be and should be able to be
accomplished. But it takes a Congress
being willing to step up to the plate
and doing it. So far, we have not been
willing to do that. We have been bury-
ing our head in the sand on that issue.

Another element in this proposal is a
BRAC commission, a proposal from
Senator BROWNBACK, which essentially
looks at the whole Government, inde-
pendent of the Defense Department,
which was looked at under its own
BRAC commission. And if you recall, it
looked at the entire Defense Depart-
ment and decided what the Defense De-
partment needed and didn’t need and
set up a package and we voted on it as
a package.

This is a ‘“BRAC Commission” for
the Government with very strong,
thoughtful people being appointed to
the Commission, the same way the
BRAC Commission was set up relative
to the Defense Department. We will be
able to take a look at functions of the
Government which maybe should be
eliminated or reduced or significantly
changed.

It is a good proposal. It is also a pro-
posal that includes biennial budg-
eting—an idea that is strongly sup-
ported by the Senator from Alabama,
Mr. SESSIONS, who is managing the bill
on the floor right now, and the Senator
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from New Mexico—so we can have a
budget process where we are not al-
ways looking at the budget every year
and everybody spinning their wheels
around the budget but, rather, having a
year where we develop a budget and a
year where we do a lot more oversight.
That is the theory behind that, so we
can become more efficient.

Finally, it has reforms to what is
known as the reconciliation process.
The reconciliation process is the teeth
under which we accomplish savings in
the budget process. But it can also, un-
fortunately, be used for expanding
spending if it is not handled properly.
So these reforms make it clear that
reconciliation is primarily for the pur-
poses of controlling spending, not of
expanding spending.

So the goal is simple. The goal is to
put in place a package which will allow
us as a Congress to step up and address
the issue of overspending. That is why
we call it SOS, ‘‘stop overspending.”’
The purpose of that goal is to be able
to pass on to our children a govern-
ment that is affordable, that continues
to deliver the services people expect,
continues to give high-quality services
but does it in an affordable way so our
children’s quality of life is not over-
whelmed by the burden of a govern-
ment that is trying to support a retired
generation that is huge.

Again, I must stress, that you cannot
do this on the tax side. You cannot
solve the issues of the deficit, you can-
not solve the issues of entitlement con-
cerns on the tax side. There is simply
too much programmatic commitment
in the pipeline to accomplish that.

Let me give you a couple numbers to
highlight that fact. The General Ac-
counting Office—the comptroller of the
Government—has told us there is pres-
ently pending relative to entitlement
responsibility for retired people an ob-
ligation which we don’t know how we
are going to pay for—that is called an
unfunded liability—of $46 trillion; and
that is “trillion” with a ““T.”” So that is
$46 trillion of responsibility that we
have put on the books in costs that we
don’t really know how we are going to
pay for.

I don’t know what $1 trillion is. It is
very hard to comprehend $1 trillion.
But just to put it in some sort of con-
text, since the beginning of this coun-
try, since our Revolution, we have paid
something like $43 trillion in taxes. So
all the taxes paid since this country
started would not pay for the bills we
have on the books for our upcoming re-
tired generation. Or to put it in an-
other context, if you took all the as-
sets owned in America today—all the
cars, all the homes, all the stock, all
the small businesses, all the big busi-
nesses—and totaled them up, their
total is about $47 trillion in net value.
So we have on the books a liability
that is essentially the same as the net
worth of our Nation. That is a serious
problem, and you cannot deal with that
problem by simply raising taxes.

The other side of the aisle has not
put forward any substantive ideas in
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this area relative to spending. They
have suggested a proposal called pay-
go, which is a stalking-horse for tax in-
creases. Fine. That is their position:
We should raise taxes to address all
problems. But we know from the num-
bers that are now coming in at the
Treasury that we are already taxing
Americans at a level which is at our
historic level, our traditional level,
and that revenues to the Federal Gov-
ernment are jumping significantly be-
cause of the good tax policies we have
in place, the fair tax policies we have
in place.

So we know you cannot solve this
problem by continuing to raise taxes
on the American people. The total tax
burden to the American people today,
including State, local, and Federal, is
almost at a historic high. How much
higher can you put that tax burden on
the American people? No, you cannot
do it on that side of the ledger. In fact,
what we have proven is you generate
more revenues by giving people an in-
centive to be productive and to go out
and create jobs by having a fair and
reasonable tax rate rather than jump-
ing tax rates to the point where people
have a disincentive to be productive
and thus start to reduce revenues to
the Federal Government.

That was proven by John Kennedy,
confirmed by Ronald Reagan, and now
confirmed again by George W. Bush. It
should be accepted policy around here,
but it is rejected by the other side of
the aisle, which still subscribes to this
1930s philosophy of governance, which
is that you can always raise taxes to
meet any problem. No. The problem is
that we need to be willing to step up
and address spending.

This package, if it were to pass in its
entirety—I hope the other side will not
obstruct it coming to the floor. We
hope to mark it up in Budget next
week and report it out, and hope the
other side will let us take it up. Let’s
have a free-flowing debate out here on
the floor about how you address this
issue.

The outyear threat to our children—
which is a function of the fact there is
a baby boom generation floating
around here that is huge—is not going
to go away and is going to demand sig-
nificant services which will cost a dra-
matic amount of money.

Our proposal is comprehensive and
extensive. It is a rebuilding, retooling
approach toward how we manage this
Congress and especially our budgets. It
is a constructive approach, one that is
committed toward delivering an afford-
able and effective government and a
government that does not overburden
our children and our grandchildren
with taxes. So it will lead to a balanced
budget, and it will lead to a govern-
ment that is affordable.

I thank all my colleagues who have
joined me in this effort, and I do hope
we can move it forward.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Alabama.
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Mr. SESSIONS. First, I wish to say
to any Americans listening and all our
colleagues, when Chairman GREGG
speaks about long-term financial chal-
lenges facing this Nation, we ought to
listen. “E.F. Hutton” speaks. So our
“HE.F. Hutton” is speaking, and I could
not be more proud of the package he
has proposed because all of those pro-
posals, in my view, are not only work-
able but they will work.

What we tend to do around here a lot
is we propose packages and ideas, and
the ones that pass will not actually
work.

I say to Chairman GREGG, you had a
chart that showed a declining deficit.
Would you put that up? I just want to
raise one point about it because it, per-
haps, raises a misconception. It shows
a reduction of the deficit and, in effect,
a zero deficit. But you do not mean by
that that to achieve that huge reduc-
tion in our current deficit, we have to
cut spending; is that correct?

Mr. GREGG. No.

Mr. SESSIONS. Is it necessary we ac-
tually cut the current rate of spending
to achieve that?

Mr. GREGG. Absolutely not. In fact,
under most scenarios, the current rate
of spending on almost all of these
major programs—such as Medicare, So-
cial Security, and Medicaid—would rise
significantly; they just would not rise
as fast. Medicare, for example, would
probably, over this b5-year period, rise
by about 40 percent, instead of 43 per-
cent—something like that. Those are
numbers off the top of my head, but
those are the types of numbers we are
talking about. You are talking about
increased spending but at a slower rate
and affordable.

Mr. SESSIONS. And even with this
long-term 20-, 30-, 60-year projection of
larger deficits, if we just contain the
growth in the entitlement programs by
a realistic amount, we could have a
great impact on reducing those pro-
jected deficits; isn’t that correct?

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Alabama is absolutely right.
We do not have to cut anywhere. All we
have to do is slow the rate of growth so
it is an affordable rate of growth be-
cause the compounding effect of slow-
ing these rates of growth is huge.

Mr. SESSIONS. That is such an im-
portant answer.

Let me ask the Senator this.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. With regard to the
growth of revenue to our Government—
and you had a chart which showed
that—as I recall, last year we showed
over 14 percent growth, and with this
year almost half gone, we are looking
at in excess of 11 percent growth. That
is after taxes have been cut. Is that
correct?

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Alabama is correct. The rate
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of growth of revenues to the Federal
Government last year was about 14 per-
cent. This year, through the first 6
months, it was about 11 percent and
continues to grow dramatically. That
is a function of the fact that we now
have a tax policy which encourages
people to go out and take risks and cre-
ate jobs, which creates revenue.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator
because he has given us optimism and
hope that we can reduce this deficit,
and he has shown us we can do this
without slashing our social programs
or any other spending but just contain
the growth.

BY Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr.
SMITH, Mr. CRAIG, and Mrs.
MURRAY):

S. 35622. A bill to amend the Bonne-
ville Power Administration portions of
the Fisheries Restoration and Irriga-
tion Mitigation Act of 2000 to authorize
appropriations for fiscal years 2006
through 2012, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be joined today by Senator
GORDON SMITH, Senator LARRY CRAIG
and Senator PATTY MURRAY in intro-
ducing the Fisheries Restoration and
Irrigation Mitigation Act of 2006—or
FRIMA. Our legislation extends a
homegrown, commonsense program
that has a proven track record in help-
ing restore Northwestern salmon runs.
Dollar-for-dollar, the fish screening
and fish passage facilities funded by
our legislation are among the most
cost-effective uses of public and private
restoration dollars. These projects pro-
tect fish while producing significant
benefits. That is why it is important
that this program be reauthorized and
funding be appropriated now.

Since 2001, when the original Fish-
eries Restoration and Irrigation Miti-
gation Act of 2000, FRIMA, was en-
acted, more than $9 million in Federal
funds has leveraged nearly $20 million
in private, local funding. This money
has been used to protect, enhance, and
restore more than 550 river miles of im-
portant fish habitat and species
throughout Oregon, Washington, Idaho,
and western Montana. For decades,
State, tribal and Federal fishery agen-
cies in the Pacific Northwest have
identified the screening of irrigation
and other water diversions, and im-
proved fish passage, as critically im-
portant for the survival of salmon and
other fish populations.

This program is very popular and has
the support of a wide range of constitu-
ents, including community leaders, en-
vironmental organizations, and agri-
cultural producers. Senator SMITH and
I are proud of the successful collabo-
rative projects that irrigators and
members of the Oregon Water Re-
sources Congress have completed while
putting this program to work in our
home State. Our program also has the
support of Oregon Governor Ted
Kulongoski, irrigators throughout the
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Northwestern States, Oregon Trout,
American Rivers and the National Au-
dubon Society.

FRIMA authorizes the Secretary of
the Interior to establish a program to
plan, design, and construct fish
screens, fish passage devices, and re-
lated features. It also authorizes inven-
tories to provide the information need-
ed for planning and making decisions
about the survival and propagation of
all Northwestern fish species. The pro-
gram is currently carried out by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on be-
half of the Interior Secretary.

FRIMA provides benefits by: keeping
fish out of places where they should
not be—such as in an irrigation sys-
tem; easing upstream and downstream
fish passage; improving the protection,
survival, and restoration of native fish
species; helping avoid new endangered
species listings by protecting and en-
hancing the fish populations not yet
listed; making progress toward the de-
listing of listed species; utilizing a
positive, win/win, public-private part-
nership; and, assisting in achieving
both sustainable agriculture and fish-
eries. Since FRIMA’s enactment in
2001, 103 projects have been installed.
This is a true partnership and fine ex-
ample of how our fisheries and farmers
can work together to protect fish spe-
cies throughout the Northwest.

While he was Governor of Idaho, Inte-
rior Secretary Dirk Kempthorne said,
‘“. . . the FRIMA program serves as an
excellent example of government and
private land owners working together
to promote conservation. The screen-
ing of irrigation diversions plays a key
role in Idaho’s efforts to restore salm-
on populations while protecting rural
economies.” [from ‘‘Fisheries Restora-
tion and Irrigation Mitigation Pro-
grams, FY 2002-2004”’, U.S. Fish & Wild-
life Service, Washington, D.C., July,
2005, p. 13]

The bill that we are introducing
today specifically extends the author-
ization for this program through 2012;
gives priority to projects costing less
than $2.5 million—a reduction in a tar-
geted project’s cost from $5,000,000 to
$2,5600,000; clarifies that projects funded
under the act are viewed as recipients
of a ‘“‘pass through program’ and not a
“grant’ program; that any Bonneville
Power Administration, BPA, funds pro-
vided either directly or through a
grant to another entity shall be consid-
ered non-Federal matching funds—be-
cause BPA’s funding comes from rate-
payers; requires an inventory report
describing funded projects and their
benefits; and changes the administra-
tive expenses formula used by the Fish
& Wildlife Service and the States of Or-
egon, Washington, Montana and Idaho,
so that administrative costs are scaled
in proportion to the amount of funds
appropriated for the program each
year.

Ultimately, it will take the combined
efforts of all interests in our region to
recover our salmon. State, Tribal and
local governments, local watershed
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councils, private landowners and the
Federal Government need to continue
working together. Initiatives such as
the bill T am introducing today help to
sustain the partnerships upon which
successful salmon recovery will be
based.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues to see this legislation pass.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill and a letter of support
from Oregon Governor Kulongoski be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 3522

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Fisheries
Restoration and Irrigation Mitigation Act of
2006”’.

SEC. 2. PRIORITY PROJECTS; PARTICIPATION IN
PROGRAM.

The Fisheries Restoration and Irrigation
Mitigation Act of 2000 (16 U.S.C. 777 note;
Public Law 106-502) is amended—

(1) in section 3—

(A) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘as a
pass-through program’ before ‘‘within the
Department’’; and

(B) in subsection (¢)(3), by striking
¢‘$5,000,000”’ and inserting ‘“$2,500,000"’; and

(2) in section 4, by striking subsection (b)
and inserting the following:

‘‘(b) NONREIMBURSABLE FEDERAL AND TRIB-
AL EXPENDITURES.—Development and imple-
mentation of projects under the Program on
land or facilities owned by the United States
or an Indian tribe shall be nonreimbursable
expenditures.”’.

SEC. 3. COST SHARING.

Section 7(c) of Fisheries Restoration and
Irrigation Mitigation Act of 2000 (16 U.S.C.
777 note; Public Law 106-502) is amended—

(1) by striking “The value’ and inserting
the following:

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The value’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(2) BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION.—
Any amounts provided by the Bonneville
Power Administration directly or through a
grant to another entity for a project carried
under the Program shall be credited toward
the non-Federal share of the costs of the
project.”.

SEC. 4. REPORT.

Section 9 of the Fisheries Restoration and
Irrigation Mitigation Act of 2000 (16 U.S.C.
777 note; Public Law 106-502) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘“‘any’’ before ‘‘amounts are
made’’; and

(2) by inserting after ‘‘Secretary shall” the
following: ‘¢, after partnering with local gov-
ernmental entities and the States in the Pa-
cific Ocean drainage area,’.

SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 10 of the Fisheries Restoration and
Irrigation Mitigation Act of 2000 (16 U.S.C.
777 note; Public Law 106-502) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking 2001
through 2005 and inserting ‘2006 through
2012”’; and

(2) in subsection (b), by striking paragraph
(2) and inserting the following:

¢(2) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—

“(A) DEFINITION OF ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSE.—In this paragraph, the term ‘admin-
istrative expense’ means any expenditure re-
lating to—

‘(i) staffing and overhead, such as the
rental of office space and the acquisition of
office equipment; and
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‘“(ii) the review, processing, and provision
of applications for funding under the Pro-
gram.

“(B) LIMITATION.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (C), a percentage of amounts
up to 6 percent made available for each fiscal
year, as determined under clause (ii), may be
used for Federal (including tribal) and State
administrative expenses of carrying out this
Act.

‘“(ii) ForMULA.—For purposes of deter-
mining the percentage of administrative ex-
penses to be made available under clause (i)
for a fiscal year—

“(I) 1 percent shall be provided if less than
$1,000,000 is made available to carry out the
Program for the fiscal year;

“‘(II) 2 percent shall be provided if $1,000,000
or more, but less than $6,000,000, is made
available to carry out the Program for the
fiscal year;

“(III) 3 percent shall be provided if
$6,000,000 or more, but less than $11,000,000, is
made available to carry out the Program for
the fiscal year;

“(IV) 4 percent shall be provided if
$11,000,000 or more, but less than $15,000,000,
is made available to carry out the Program
for the fiscal year;

(V) b percent shall be provided if
$15,000,000 or more, but less than $21,000,000,
is made available to carry out the Program
for the fiscal year; and

‘“(VI) 6 percent shall be provided if
$21,000,000 or more is made available to carry
out the Program for the fiscal year.

‘‘(iii) FEDERAL AND STATE SHARES.—To the
maximum extent practicable, of the amounts
made available for administrative expenses
under clause (i)—

“(I) 50 percent shall be provided to the Fed-
eral agencies (including Indian tribes) car-
rying out the Program; and

“(IT) 50 percent shall be provided to the
State agencies provided assistance under the
Program.

“(iv) STATE EXPENSES.—Amounts made
available to States for administrative ex-
penses under clause (i)—

“(I) shall be divided evenly among all
States provided assistance under the Pro-
gram; and

““(IT) on request of a project sponsor, may
be used to provide technical support to the
project sponsor.

¢‘(C) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Amounts expended by
the Secretary for the provision of technical
assistance relating to the Program shall not
be subject to the 6 percent limitation on ad-
ministrative expenses under subparagraph
(B)(D).

‘(ii) IncLusIONS.—For purposes of clause
(i), expenditures for the provision of tech-
nical assistance include any staffing expend-
itures (including staff travel expenses) asso-
ciated with—

“(I) arranging meetings to promote the
Program to potential applicants;

“‘(IT) assisting applicants with the prepara-
tion of applications for funding under the
Program; and

“(III) visiting construction sites to provide
technical assistance, if requested by the ap-
plicant.”.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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JUNE 12, 2006.
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI,
Chairman, Senate Emnergy and Natural Re-
sources Committee.
Hon. JEFF BINGAMAN,
Ranking Member, Senate Energy and Natural
Resources Committee,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS DOMENICI AND BINGAMAN: I
write in support of the re-authorization of
the Fisheries Restoration and Irrigation
Mitigation Act (FRIMA). In addition, I sup-
port the funding level originally authorized
by Congress of $256 million per year.

The Fisheries Restoration and Irrigation
Mitigation Act is one of the most successful
cost share programs in the Pacific North-
west, funding the installation of fish screens
and ladders at irrigation diversions in Idaho,
Montana, Oregon and Washington. Conserva-
tionists support it because it saves wild, mi-
grating Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed
fish such as Steelhead, Coho and Chinook
salmon, as well as those produced in state
and federal hatcheries. Irrigated agriculture
supports the program both for its conserva-
tion effects and because it helps protect op-
erators from possible federal enforcement ac-
tions resulting from take of ESA fish.

It is widely accepted that correcting fish
barrier, diversion and screen problems is a
very cost-effective investment. Each federal
FRIMA dollar has been matched by $1.37 in
state or local dollars. Participants have con-
tributed a total of 58 percent toward the cost
share—exceeding the legal requirement of 35
percent—and also pay 100 percent of project
operation and maintenance costs. The
FRIMA projects are completed quickly be-
cause existing state fish screening and pas-
sage programs are used to implement
projects.

The program, which I have summarized for
you in the enclosed fact sheet, has resulted
in fish-friendly irrigation projects as well as
increased spawning and rearing habitat.
Since FRIMA’s introduction in 2000, 103
projects have been installed, providing fish
access to 553 miles of habitat upstream and
screening a total volume of water at 1,572,757
gallons per minute. Healthy fish populations
produce commercial and recreational fishing
opportunities, which are essential to our
coastal economies and rural communities
that have often lost other industries in re-
cent years.

Due to its popularity and success, there is
a backlog of hundreds of potential FRIMA
projects. To date, appropriations have aver-
aged only $3 million per year, or $750,000 per
state, per year. This amount has jump-start-
ed the process, but is inadequate given the
magnitude of the available projects and the
fish benefits they are designed to provide.

I urge you to increase funding to $25 mil-
lion per year—the level originally authorized
by Congress—so we can continue increasing
fish populations, assisting irrigators in in-
stalling fish protection devices and bol-
stering local economies.

Sincerely,
THEODORE R. KULONGOSKI,
Governor.

FRIMA

Re-authorization Fact Sheet

Fisheries Restoration and Irrigation Miti-
gation Act 2000 (P.L. 106-502).

FRIMA is a highly popular and cost-effec-
tive voluntary fish screening and passage
partnership program that benefits Idaho,
western Montana, Oregon and Washington.

Why do fish need protection at water diver-
sions?

Water diversions redirect water from
streams and rivers so it can be used for crop
irrigation, power, drinking water, and other
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beneficial purposes. Water diversions also
block the normal migration of fish and pull
fish into pumps, irrigation canals, and fields
greatly reducing their survival.

Benefits of fish protection 98% of young
salmon survive an encounter with a properly
designed fish screen that meets accepted
state and federal criteria. Fish protection
devices benefit by: Keeping fish out of places
where they should not be (like an irrigation
system); providing safe upstream and down-
stream fish passage; improving the protec-
tion, survival, and restoration of native fish
species; achieving both sustainable agri-
culture and sustainable fisheries.

How the program works

FRIMA is a 65%/35% cost share program re-
quiring that grant recipients contribute at
least 35% in non-federal matching funds.
Projects must: Be associated with an irriga-
tion, or other water diversion; benefits fish
species native to the project area; have a
local, state, tribal or federal government
sponsor or co-applicant.

Successful cost share 2000-2005: 83 fish
screens installed, screening 1,572,757 gallons
of water per minute; 20 fishways installed,
opening 553 miles of habitat to fish; $1 in
FRIMA funds leverage $1.37 in state/local
funds; participants have contributed 58% in
cost share, which is much more than the re-
quired 35%.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself
and Mr. KYL):

S. 3523. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that
the Tax Court may review claims for
equitable innocent spouse relief and to
suspend the running on the period of
limitations while such claims are pend-
ing; to the Committee on Finance.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise to introduce legislation that en-
hances the innocent spouse equitable
relief provision of the Internal Revenue
Code. Through only minor legislative
modifications, this bill clarifies the
statute’s original intent, affording in-
nocent spouses the necessary recourse
to ensure their cases and cir-
cumstances are given a fair hearing.

According to section 6015(f) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code, the IRS may re-
lieve an innocent spouse of liability for
unpaid taxes generated through the fil-
ing of a joint tax return if ‘‘taking into
account all the facts and cir-
cumstances’ it would be inequitable to
hold the spouse responsible.

Little recourse exists, however, to
prevent the IRS from seizing assets or
garnishing wages if a petition for inno-
cent spouse equitable relief is not ap-
proved.

Recent decisions of the Eighth and
Ninth Circuit Courts of Appeals have
denied the Tax Court jurisdiction over
petitions for equitable relief under the
Innocent Spouse Statute. Con-
sequently, there is no mechanism for
review or appeal of these IRS decisions.

The story of one of my constituents
provides a stunning example of the
problem.

The IRS seized all of her husband’s
income to pay a tax liability incurred
20 years earlier, before they were mar-
ried. Because the IRS seized the en-
tirety of the income, the taxes on the
income remained unpaid.

When her husband died, the IRS pur-
sued the innocent spouse for the taxes
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on her husband’s income. She was
forced to sell her family home and all
property owned jointly with her hus-
band. My constituent is employed, but
due to financial hardship she must live
with friends. Even so, the IRS may
have her wages garnished along with
funds set aside for her in trust by a
probate court.

Because the Tax Court does not have
jurisdiction to review claims for inno-
cent spouse equitable relief, my con-
stituent can do little to prevent the
IRS from seizing what remains.

The aim of this legislation is to pro-
vide an avenue through which innocent
spouse equitable relief decisions may
be appealed, if originally denied by the
IRS.

This bill: expressly provides that the
Tax Court has jurisdiction to review
the denial of equitable innocent spouse
relief under Internal Revenue Code sec-
tion 6015(f); and suspends IRS collec-
tion activity while a request for relief
under Internal Revenue Code section
6015(f) is pending.

I believe that my proposal would pro-
vide a straightforward and
uncontroversial solution to the unfair
treatment of innocent spouses under
current law. Moreover, without this
bill, an increasing number of innocent
spouse equitable relief appeals will re-
main in limbo—pending, with no meth-
od for consideration.

When this body enhanced innocent
spouse protections—through passage of
the 1998 Internal Revenue Service Re-
structuring and Reform Act—the goal
was to modernize, simplify, and
streamline the cumbersome process of
seeking relief from liabilities of tax,
interest, and related penalties.

Unfortunately, the conference report
on the 1998 act included vague lan-
guage, which ultimately has left inno-
cent spouses with no avenue for appeal.

It is worth noting that the IRS
grants fewer than three in 10 requests
for innocent spouse relief. This bill in
no way guarantees relief, but rather
fixes the broken appeals process for
these IRS decisions.

I urge my colleagues to support this
small change that will have a profound
effect on the lives of many innocent
spouses—mostly women—who deserve
their day in court.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 3523

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. TAX COURT REVIEW OF REQUESTS
FOR EQUITABLE INNOCENT SPOUSE
RELIEF.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
6015(e) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(relating to petition for tax court review) is
amended by inserting ‘‘or in the case of an
individual who requests equitable relief
under subsection (f)”’ after ‘“who elects to
have subsection (b) or (¢) apply”’.
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(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 6015(e)(1)(A)(1)(IT) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by in-
serting ‘‘or request is made’ after ‘‘election
is filed”.

(2) Section 6015(e)(1)(B)(i) of such Code is
amended—

(A) by inserting ‘‘or requesting equitable
relief under subsection (f)’ after ‘“‘making an
election under subsection (b) or (¢)”’, and

(B) by inserting ‘‘or request’ after
which such election”.

(3) Section 6015(e)(1)(B)(ii) of such Code is
amended by inserting ‘‘or to which the re-
quest under subsection (f) relates’ after ‘“‘to
which the election under subsection (b) or (¢)
relates’.

(4) Section 6015(e)(4) of such Code is amend-
ed by inserting ‘‘or the request for equitable
relief under subsection (f)”’ after ‘‘the elec-
tion under subsection (b) or (c)”.

(5) Section 6015(e)(5) of such Code is amend-
ed by inserting ‘‘or who requests equitable
relief under subsection (f)”’ after ‘‘who elects
the application of subsection (b) or (c)”’.

(6) Section 6015(g)(2) of such Code is amend-
ed by inserting ‘‘or of any request for equi-
table relief under subsection (f)”’ after ‘‘any
election under subsection (b) or (c)”’.

(7) Section 6015(h)(2) of such Code is
amended by inserting ‘‘or a request for equi-
table relief made under subsection (f)’ after
“‘with respect to an election made under sub-
section (b) or (c)”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to requests
for equitable relief under section 6015(f) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 with re-
spect to liability for taxes which are unpaid
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I am pleased
to join my colleague from California,
Senator FEINSTEIN, in introducing leg-
islation to clarify the jurisdiction of
the U.S. Tax Court in cases involving
“‘equitable relief”’” for innocent spouse
claims.

In general, spouses who sign joint tax
returns are held jointly and severally
liable for taxes owed on such returns.
An individual may be relieved from
such liability if she meets the ‘‘inno-
cent spouse’ test set forth in section
6015 of the Internal Revenue Code. The
current standards were put in place by
the IRS Restructuring and Reform Act
of 1998.

An article published in the New York
Times in late 1999 notes that the num-
ber of innocent spouse applications in-
creased sharply after the 1998 law and
that as many as 90 percent of the peo-
ple filing innocent spouse applications
are women. Clearly, the 1998 law
opened an important avenue for ex-
spouses to challenge unexpected tax
bills they received after their former
spouses cheated on their taxes without
the knowledge of the ‘innocent”
spouse.

Unfortunately, the 1998 law also left
uncertain the Tax Court’s jurisdiction
to hear appeals from denials of ‘‘equi-
table relief.”” The Treasury Secretary
is authorized to grant equitable relief
if a taxpayer does not meet any of the
statutorily specified qualifications for
being an innocent spouse. But while
the Tax Court was given jurisdiction to
hear appeals under those specific ave-
nues spelled out in the Code, the Code
is silent on whether the Tax Court can
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hear appeals based on the Treasury
Secretary’s equitable relief authority.
Recent decisions by the Eight and
Ninth Circuit Courts of Appeals have
held that the Tax Court lacks jurisdic-
tion to hear petitions for innocent
spouse equitable relief.

The legislation Senator FEINSTEIN
and I have introduced makes clear that
the Tax Court has jurisdiction to hear
appeals of decisions denying equitable
relief. The National Taxpayer Advocate
has recommended that Congress pass
this legislation, and I am hopeful that
we can move this important bill
through the Finance Committee in
very short order.

By Mr. McCAIN:

S. 35626. A bill to amend the Indian
Land Consolidation Act to modify cer-
tain requirements under that Act; to
the Committee on Indian Affairs.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, I am in-
troducing today a bill to amend var-
ious provisions of the Indian Land Con-
solidation Act, ILCA. Some of these
amendments are of a technical or clari-
fying nature; others have the effect of
delaying the effective date of certain
provisions of the Indian Probate Code
set forth in ILCA section 207.

Section 1 of the bill clarifies the
meaning of certain defined terms used
in ILCA—‘‘trust or restricted interest
land” and ‘‘land”’—and also delays the
application of the act’s probate code to
permanent improvements located on
Indian trust lands until after July 20,
2007. This delay will provide additional
time to analyze how the probate code
should apply to permanent improve-
ments and determine whether further
amendments are needed. The definition
of land is amended to clarify that a de-
cedent’s interest in such improvements
is included in the term ‘‘land’’ only for
purposes of intestate succession under
ILCA section 207(a) and even then only
when the improvements are located on
a parcel of trust or restricted land that
is itself included in the decedent’s es-
tate. Thus, “‘land’” would not include a
decedent’s interest in permanent im-
provements located on tribal trust land
or for that matter on individually
owned trust land if the underlying par-
cel of land is not itself part of the dece-
dent’s estate.

Section 2 of the bill also amends the
‘“‘single heir rule” of ILCA section
207(a)(2)(D)—which governs the inherit-
ance of interests that are less than 5
percent of the total undivided interest
in a parcel of land—by making it inap-
plicable to any interest in the estate of
a decedent who dies during the period
beginning on the enactment date of the
clause and ending on July 20, 2007, and
authorizing the Secretary of Interior
to extend this period for up to 1 year.

The bill would also delay until July
21, 2007, the application of the presump-
tion in ILCA section 207(c) that a de-
vise of a trust interest to more than 1
person creates a joint tenancy absent
clear language in the will to the con-
trary. It would amend ILCA section
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207(0), which authorizes purchase of in-
terests during probate, in various
ways, but most significantly limiting
nonconsensual purchases to the Sec-
retary and the Indian tribe; clarifying
that the 5 percent threshold applies to
the decedent’s interest rather than to
the interest passing to an heir; and
holding the rule allowing nonconsen-
sual purchase at probate of small inter-
ests inapplicable to interests in the es-
tate of any decedent who dies on or be-
fore July 20, 2007. This section would
also authorize the Secretary to extend
this period for up to 1 additional year.

The amendments delaying the appli-
cation of these provisions will give In-
dian landowners more time to under-
stand how these provisions work and
plan their estates accordingly. The
delays of the single heir rule and non-
consensual purchase option at probate
will also allow the Department more
time to have procedures and systems in
place to determine whether a given in-
terest is above or below the 5 percent
threshold that triggers the application
of the rules.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 3526

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Indian Land
Consolidation Act Amendments of 2006°".

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

Section 202 of the Indian Land Consolida-
tion Act (25 U.S.C. 2201) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (4)—

(A) by inserting ‘(i) after *‘(4)”’;

(B) by striking ‘ ‘trust or restricted inter-
est in land’ or’” and inserting the following:

‘“(ii) ‘trust or restricted interest in land’
or”’; and

(C) in clause (ii) (as designated by subpara-
graph (B)), by striking ‘‘an interest in land,
title to which” and inserting ‘‘an interest in
land, the title to which interest’; and

(2) by striking paragraph (7) and inserting
the following:

“(7) the term ‘land’—

‘“(A) means any real property; and

‘“(B) for purposes of intestate succession
only under section 207(a), includes, with re-
spect to any decedent who dies after July 20,
2007, the interest of the decedent in any im-
provements permanently affixed to a parcel
of trust or restricted lands (subject to any
valid mortgage or other interest in such an
improvement) that was owned in whole or in
part by the decedent immediately prior to
the death of the decedent;”.

SEC. 3. DESCENT AND DISTRIBUTION.

Section 207 of the Indian Land Consolida-
tion Act (25 U.S.C. 2206) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2)(D)—

(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘clauses (ii)
through (iv)” and inserting ‘‘clauses (ii)
through (v)”’; and

(B) by striking clause (v) and inserting the
following:

“(v) EFFECT OF PARAGRAPH; NONAPPLICA-
BILITY TO CERTAIN INTERESTS.—Nothing in
this paragraph—

‘(D limits the right of any person to devise
any trust or restricted interest pursuant to a
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valid will in accordance with subsection (b);
or

“(IT) applies to any interest in the estate of
a decedent who died during the period begin-
ning on the date of enactment of this sub-
clause and ending on July 20, 2007 (or the last
day of any applicable period of extension au-
thorized by the Secretary under clause (vi)).

““(vi) AUTHORITY TO EXTEND PERIOD OF NON-
APPLICABILITY.—The Secretary may extend
the period of nonapplicability under clause
(v)(II) for not longer than 1 year if, by not
later than July 2, 2007, the Secretary pub-
lishes in the Federal Register a notice of the
extension.”’;

(2) in subsection (c)(2), by striking ‘‘the
date that is”’ and all that follows through
the period at the end and inserting the fol-
lowing: “‘July 21, 2007.”’; and

(3) in subsection (0)—

(A) in paragraph (3)—

(i) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and
(B) as clauses (i) and (ii) and indenting the
clauses appropriately;

(i) by striking ‘“(3)”” and all that follows
through ‘“No sale” and inserting the fol-
lowing:

“(3) REQUEST TO PURCHASE; CONSENT RE-
QUIREMENTS; MULTIPLE REQUESTS TO PUR-
CHASE.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—No sale’’; and

(iii) by striking the last sentence and in-
serting the following:

“(B) MULTIPLE REQUESTS TO PURCHASE.—
Except for interests purchased pursuant to
paragraph (5), if the Secretary receives a re-
quest with respect to an interest from more
than 1 eligible purchaser under paragraph
(2), the Secretary shall sell the interest to
the eligible purchaser that is selected by the
applicable heir, devisee, or surviving
spouse.’’;

(B) in paragraph (4)—

(i) in subparagraph (A), by adding ‘‘and’ at
the end;

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking °‘;
and’’ and inserting a period; and

(iii) by striking subparagraph (C); and

(C) in paragraph (5)—

(i) in subparagraph (A)—

(I) in the matter preceding clause (i), by
striking ‘‘auction and’’;

(IT) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’ at the
end;

(III) in clause (ii)—

(aa) by striking ‘‘auction’ and inserting
‘‘sale’’;

(bb) by striking ‘‘the interest passing to
such heir represents’ and inserting ‘‘, at the
time of death of the applicable decedent, the
interest of the decedent in the land rep-
resented’’; and

(cc) by striking the period at the end and
inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(IV) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(iii)(I) the Secretary is purchasing the in-
terest as part of the program authorized
under section 213(a)(1); or

“(IT) after receiving a notice under para-
graph (4)(B), the Indian tribe with jurisdic-
tion over the interest is proposing to pur-
chase the interest from an heir that is not a
member, and is not eligible to become a
member, of that Indian tribe.”’;

(ii) in subparagraph (B)—

(D by striking ““(B)”’ and all that follows
through ‘‘such heir” and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘(B) EXCEPTION; NONAPPLICABILITY TO CER-
TAIN INTERESTS.—

‘(i) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graph (A), the consent of the heir or sur-
viving spouse’’;

(IT) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘or surviving
spouse’’ before ‘‘was residing’’; and

(III) by adding at the end the following:

¢‘(i1) NONAPPLICABILITY TO CERTAIN INTER-
ESTS.—Subparagraph (A) shall not apply to
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any interest in the estate of a decedent who
dies on or before July 20, 2007 (or the last day
of any applicable period of extension author-
ized by the Secretary under subparagraph
(C)).”; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

¢(C) AUTHORITY TO EXTEND PERIOD OF NON-
APPLICABILITY.—The Secretary may extend
the period of nonapplicability under subpara-
graph (B)(ii) for not longer than 1 year if, by
not later than July 2, 2007, the Secretary
publishes in the Federal Register a notice of
the extension.”.

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself and
Mr. KOHL):

S. 3527. A Dbill to require the Under
Secretary of Technology of the Depart-
ment of Commerce to establish an Ad-
vanced Multidisciplinary Computing
Software Institute; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 3527

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Blue Collar
Computing and Business Assistance Act of
2006"".

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Computational science, the use of ad-
vanced computing capabilities to understand
and solve complex problems, including the
development of new products and processes,
is now critical to scientific leadership, eco-
nomic competitiveness, and national secu-
rity.

(2) Advances in computational science and
high performance computing provide a com-
petitive advantage because they allow busi-
nesses to run faster simulations of complex
systems or to develop more precise computer
models.

(3) The Federal Government is one of the
investors in research aimed at the develop-
ment of new computational science and
high-performance computing capabilities.

(4) As determined by the Council on Com-
petitiveness, the Nation’s small businesses
and manufacturers must ‘“‘Out Compute to
Out Compete’”. However, new computational
science technologies are not being trans-
ferred effectively from the research organi-
zations to small businesses and manufactur-
ers.

(5) Small businesses and manufacturers are
especially well-positioned to benefit from in-
creased availability and utilization of high-
performance computing technologies and
software.

(6) Current cost and technology barriers
associated with high-performance computing
and software algorithms often inhibit small
businesses and manufacturers from success-
fully making use of these technologies.

(7) The establishment of an advanced mul-
tidisciplinary computing software institute
will help make existing high performance
computing resources more accessible to
small businesses and manufacturers. This
will create new opportunities for economic
growth, jobs, and product development.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to
provide grants for the creation of an Ad-
vanced Multidisciplinary Computing Soft-
ware Institute that will—
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(1) develop and compile high-performance
computing software and algorithms suitable
for applications in small business and manu-
facturing;

(2) effectively carry out the transfer of new
computational science and high-performance
computing technologies to small businesses
and manufacturers; and

(3) actively assist small businesses and

manufacturers in utilizing such tech-
nologies.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) ADVANCED MULTIDISCIPLINARY COM-

PUTING SOFTWARE CENTER; CENTER.—The term
“Advanced Multidisciplinary Computing
Software Center’” or ‘“Center” is a center
created by an eligible entity with a grant
awarded under section 4.

(2) ADVANCED MULTIDISCIPLINARY COM-
PUTING SOFTWARE INSTITUTE.—The term ‘‘Ad-
vanced Multidisciplinary Computing Soft-
ware Institute’” means a network of up to 5
Advanced Multidisciplinary Computing Soft-
ware Centers located throughout the United
States.

(3) NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION.—The term
“nonprofit organization’” means any organi-
zation if such organization is described in
section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 and is exempt from tax under section
501(a) of such Code.

(4) SMALL BUSINESS OR MANUFACTURER.—
The term ‘‘small business or manufacturer”
means a small business concern as that term
is defined by section 3(a) of the Small Busi-
ness Act (156 U.S.C. 632(a)), including a small
manufacturing concern.

(56) UNDER SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Under
Secretary’” means the Under Secretary of
Technology of the Department of Commerce.
SEC. 4. GRANTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Under Secretary of
Technology of the Department of Commerce
shall award grants to establish up to 5 Ad-
vanced Multidisciplinary Computing Soft-
ware Centers at eligible entities throughout
the United States. Each Center shall—

(1) conduct general outreach to small busi-
nesses and manufacturers in all industry sec-
tors within a geographic region assigned by
the Under Secretary; and

(2) conduct technology transfer, develop-
ment, and utilization programs relating to a
specific industry sector, for all firms in that
sector nationwide, as assigned by the Under
Secretary.

(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—For the purposes of
this section, an eligible entity is any—

(1) nonprofit organization;

(2) consortia of nonprofit organizations; or

(3) partnership between a for-profit and a
nonprofit organization.

(¢) APPLICATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible entity that
desires to receive a grant under this Act
shall submit an application to the Under
Secretary, at such time, in such manner, and
accompanied by such additional information
as the Under Secretary may reasonably re-
quire.

(2) PUBLICATION IN FEDERAL REGISTER.—The
Under Secretary shall publish the require-
ments described in paragraph (1) in the Fed-
eral Register no later than 6 months after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(3) CONTENTS.—Each application submitted
pursuant to paragraph (1) shall include the
following:

(A) An application that conforms to the re-
quirements set by the Under Secretary under
paragraph (1).

(B) A proposal for the allocation of the
legal rights associated with any invention
that may result from the activities of the
proposed Center.

(4) SELECTION CRITERIA.—Each application
submitted under paragraph (1) shall be evalu-
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ated by the Under Secretary on the basis of
merit review. In carrying out this merit re-
view process, the Under Secretary shall con-
sider—

(A) the extent to which the eligible enti-
ty—

(i) has a partnership with nonprofit organi-
zations, businesses, software vendors, and
academia recognized for relevant expertise
in their selected industry sector;

(ii) makes use of State-funded academic
supercomputing centers and universities or
colleges with expertise in the computational
needs of the industry assigned to the eligible
entity under subsection (a)(1);

(iii) has a history of working with busi-
nesses;

(iv) has experience providing educational
programs aimed at helping organizations
adopt the use of high-performance com-
puting and computational science;

(v) has partnerships with education or
training organizations that can help educate
future workers on the application of com-
putational science to industry needs;

(vi) is accessible to businesses, academia,
incubators, or other economic development
organizations via high-speed networks; and

(vii) is capable of partnering with small
businesses and manufacturers for the pur-
pose of enhancing the ability of such entities
to compete in the global marketplace;

(B) the ability of the eligible entity to
enter successfully into collaborative agree-
ments with small businesses and manufac-
turers in order to experiment with new high
performance computing and computational
science technologies; and

(C) such other factors as identified by the
Under Secretary.

(d) AMOUNT.—A grant awarded under this
section shall not exceed $5,000,000 for any
year of the grant period.

(e) DURATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except for a renewal
under paragraph (2), the duration of any
grant awarded under subsection (a) may not
exceed b years.

(2) RENEWAL.—Any grant awarded under
subsection (a) may be renewed at the discre-
tion of the Under Secretary.

(f) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—AnN eligible entity that re-
ceives a grant under subsection (a) shall pro-
vide at least 50 percent of the capital and an-
nual operating and maintenance funds re-
quired to create and maintain a Center.

(2) FUNDING FROM OTHER FEDERAL, STATE,
OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES.—The funds
provided by the eligible entity under para-
graph (1) may consist of amounts received by
the eligible entity from a Federal depart-
ment or agency, other than the Department
of Commerce, or a State or local government
agency.

(g) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES.—The Under Secretary may establish
a reasonable limitation on the portion of
each grant awarded under subsection (a) that
may be used for administrative expenses or
other overhead costs.

(h) FEES AND ALTERNATIVE
SOURCES AUTHORIZED.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A Center established pur-
suant to this Act may, according to regula-
tions established by the Under Secretary—

(A) collect a nominal fee from a small busi-
ness or manufacturer for a service provided
pursuant to this Act, if such fee is utilized
for the budget and operation of the Center;
and

(B) accept funds from any other Federal
department or agency for the purpose of cov-
ering capital costs or operating budget ex-
penses.

(2) CONDITION.—Any Center that is sup-
ported with funds that originally came from
a Federal department or agency, other than
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the Department of Commerce, may be se-
lected, and if selected shall be operated, ac-
cording to the provisions of this section.

SEC. 5. USE OF FUNDS.

An eligible entity that receives a grant
under section 4(a) shall use the funds for the
benefit of businesses in the industry sector
designated by the Under Secretary under
such subsection, and the eligible entity shall
use such funds to

(1) create a repository of nonclassified,
nonproprietary new and existing federally-
funded software and algorithms;

(2) test and validate software in the reposi-
tory;

(3) determine when and how the industry
sector it serves could benefit from resources
in the repository;

(4) work with software vendors to commer-
cialize repository software and algorithms
from the repository;

(5) make software available to small busi-
nesses and manufacturers where it has not
been commercialized by a software vendor;

(6) help software vendors, small businesses,
and manufacturers test or utilize the soft-
ware on high-performance computing sys-
tems; and

(7) maintain a research and outreach team
that will work with small businesses and
manufacturers to aid in the identification of
software or computational science tech-
niques which can be used to solve chal-
lenging problems, or meet contemporary
business needs of such organizations.

SEC. 6. REPORTS AND EVALUATIONS.

(a) REPORT.—Each eligible entity who re-
ceives a grant under section 4(a) shall submit
to the Under Secretary on an annual basis, a
report describing the goals of the Center es-
tablished by the eligible entity and the
progress the eligible entity has achieved to-
wards meeting the purposes of this Act.

(b) EVALUATION.—The Under Secretary
shall establish a peer review committee, con-
sisting of representatives from industry and
academia, to review the goals and progress
made by each Center during the grant pe-
riod.

SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated $25,000,000 for each of the fis-
cal years 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011 to
carry out the provisions of this Act.

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Funds provided for the
establishment and operation of Centers
under this Act shall remain available until
expended.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, the manu-
facturing sector is under siege from
cheap imports, unfair trade agree-
ments, and escalating heath care and
energy costs. Instead of working to al-
leviate this burden, the Bush adminis-
tration has turned its back on manu-
facturing; focusing instead on tax cuts
for the rich and their heirs. Indeed, the
administration has slashed funding for
the Manufacturing Extension Partner-
ship, MEP, and the Advanced Tech-
nology Program, ATP, in this year’s
budget. MEP helps manufacturers
streamline operations, integrate new
technologies, shorten production
times, and lower costs. ATP provides
grants to support research and develop-
ment of high risk, cutting edge tech-
nologies. Both MEP and ATP help
manufacturers survive and compete
with countries like China.

I today offer, with Senator DEWINE,
some more help for beleaguered manu-
facturers. The Blue Collar Computing
and Business Assistance Act of 2006 was
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drafted from recommendations made
by the Council on Competitiveness re-
garding high performance computing.
The legislation would provide grants
for the creation of five Advanced Com-
puting Software Centers throughout
the United States that would transfer
high performance computing tech-
nologies to small businesses and manu-
facturers.

High Performance Computing will
allow manufacturers to visualize and
simulate parts and products before
they can be created which will cut the
time and cost required to experiment
with new materials. General Motors,
for example, uses high performance
computing to simulate collisions, sav-
ing millions of dollars in development
costs and substantially shortening de-
sign cycle times.

Presently, only large companies like
GM have the resources to reap the ben-
efits of high performance computing.
This bill would provide grants to small
and medium manufacturers to imple-
ment this technology and create new
opportunities for economic growth, job
creation and product development and
allow manufacturers and businesses to
harness the full potential of high per-
formance computing.

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself
and Mr. DURBIN):

S. 3529. A bill to ensure that new
mothers and their families are edu-
cated about postpartum depression,
screened for symptoms, and provided
with essential services, and to increase
research at the National Institutes of
Health on postpartum depression; to
the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
rise today with my good friend Senator
DURBIN to introduce the Mom’s Oppor-
tunity to Access Help, Education, Re-
search, and Support for Postpartum
Depression, MOTHERS, Act. Senator
DURBIN has been and continues to be a
leader on this issue and I am grateful
for the opportunity to work with him
on this important legislation. I would
also like to recognize Representative
RUSH, who has been a champion for
women battling postpartum depression,
PPD, in the House for many years. I
am proud to say that his bill, The
Melanie Stokes Postpartum Depression
Research and Care Act, shares the
same goals as the legislation I am in-
troducing today.

In the United States, 10 to 20 percent
of women suffer from a disabling and
often undiagnosed condition known as
postpartum depression. Unfortunately,
many women are unaware of this con-
dition and often do not receive the
treatment they need. That is why I am
introducing the MOTHERS Act, so that
women no longer have to suffer in si-
lence and feel alone when faced with
this difficult condition.

Recently, the great State of New Jer-
sey passed a first-of-its-kind law re-
quiring doctors and nurses to educate
expectant mothers and their families
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about postpartum depression. This bill
was introduced in the State legislature
by State Senate President Richard
Codey. The attention Senator Codey
and his wife, Mary Jo Codey—who per-
sonally battled postpartum depres-
sion—have brought to the issue is re-
markable. Brooke Shields, a graduate
of Princeton University, has also
shared her struggle with postpartum
depression publicly and should be com-
mended for her efforts to bring aware-
ness to this condition. Postpartum de-
pression affects women all across the
country, not just in New Jersey, and
that is why I believe the MOTHERS
Act is so important.

In America, 80 percent of women ex-
perience some level of depression after
childbirth. This is what people often
refer to as the ‘““baby blues.” However,
each year, there are between 400,000
and 800,000 women across America who
suffer from postpartum depression, a
much more serious condition. These
mothers often experience signs of de-
pression and may lose interest in
friends and family, feel overwhelming
sadness or even have thoughts of harm-
ing their baby or harming themselves.
People often assume that these feelings
are simply the ‘‘baby blues,” but the
reality is much worse. Postpartum de-
pression is a serious and disabling con-
dition and new mothers deserve to be
given information and resources on
this condition so, if needed, they can
get the appropriate help.

The good news is that treatment is
available. Many women have success-
fully recovered from postpartum de-
pression with the help of therapy,
medication, and support groups. How-
ever, mothers and their families must
be educated so that they understand
what might occur after the birth of
their child and when to get help. The
legislation I am introducing today will
require doctors and nurses to educate
every new mother and their families
about postpartum depression before
they leave the hospital and offer the
opportunity for new mothers to be
screened for postpartum depression
symptoms during the first year of post-
natal check-up visits. It also provides
social services to new mothers and
their families who are suffering and
struggling with postpartum depression.
By increasing education and early
treatment of postpartum depression,
mothers, husbands, and families will be
able to recognize the symptoms of this
condition and help new mothers get the
treatment they need and deserve.

The MOTHERS Act has another im-
portant component. While we continue
to educate and help the mothers of
today, we must also be prepared to help
future moms. By increasing funding for
research on postpartum conditions at
the National Institutes of Health, we
can begin to unravel the mystery be-
hind this difficult to understand ill-
ness. The more we know about the
causes and etiology of postpartum de-
pression, the more tools we have to
treat and prevent this heartbreaking
condition.

June 15, 2006

We must attack postpartum depres-
sion on all fronts with education,
screening, support, and research so
that new moms can feel supported and
safe rather than scared and alone.
Many new mothers sacrifice anything
and everything to provide feelings of
security and safety to their innocent,
newborn child. It is our duty to provide
the same level of security, safety and
support to new mothers in need.

——————

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 513—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE
SENATE THAT THE PRESIDENT
SHOULD DESIGNATE THE WEEK
BEGINNING SEPTEMBER 10, 2006,
AS “NATIONAL HISTORICALLY
BLACK COLLEGES AND UNIVER-
SITIES WEEK”

Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. KERRY, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. DEWINE, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. TALENT,
Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. OBAMA, Mr.
VOINOVICH, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr.
SANTORUM, Mr. DopD, Mr. LOTT, Mr.
DURBIN, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. BAYH, Mr.
SPECTER, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. BURR, Mr.
McCAIN, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. BIDEN, Mrs.
HuTcHISON, and Mrs. DOLE) submitted
the following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

S. RES. 513

Whereas there are 103 historically Black
colleges and universities in the United
States;

Whereas historically Black colleges and
universities provide the quality education
essential to full participation in a complex,
highly technological society;

Whereas historically Black colleges and
universities have a rich heritage and have
played a prominent role in the history of the
United States;

Whereas historically Black colleges and
universities have allowed many underprivi-
leged students to attain their full potential
through higher education; and

Whereas the achievements and goals of his-
torically Black colleges and universities are
deserving of mnational recognition: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved,

SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF NATIONAL HIS-
TORICALLY BLACK COLLEGES AND
UNIVERSITIES WEEK.

(a) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the President should des-
ignate the week beginning September 10,
2006, as ‘‘National Historically Black Col-
leges and Universities Week”’.

(b) PROCLAMATION.—The Senate requests
the President to issue a proclamation—

(1) designating the week beginning Sep-
tember 10, 2006, as ‘‘National Historically
Black Colleges and Universities Week’’; and

(2) calling on the people of the United
States and interested groups to observe the
week with appropriate ceremonies, activi-
ties, and programs to demonstrate support
for historically Black colleges and univer-
sities in the United States.
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